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integration does not necessarily lead to decline are more likely to �~�i�e�w� 

their neighborhood as racially stable. Our analysis shows, however, that 

this relationship holds only for those who have not been victimized. Our 

modeling methodology is particularly helpful for studying the effects of two 

simultaneously acting predictor variables. The modeled percentages for the 

re1ationship.between victimization, attitudes toward integration, and percep-

tion of stability are shown in the following display: 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
perceived consequences of integration, and victimization 
(White Owners) 

Perceived Consequences 
of Integration'Sca1e Victim:i.zed 
Score 

No Yes 

Not threatening 3 71 55 
2 69 57 
1 66 59 
0 63 61 

Threatening -1 60 63 

Controlling for all the other forces we have discussed, we discover 

a positive relationship among those who have not been victimized between be­

lieving that a neighborhood need not deteriorate if blacks move in and. the 

perception of racial stability. But the ideology supporting integration is a 

fragile thing. The historical experience of prejudice, reinforced by the fact 

that neighborhoods often do change and deteriorate, lurks not far beneath the 

surface of consciousness. Consequently, the victimization experience seems to 

wipe out the �r�e�1�a�t�i�o�~�s�h�i�p� we have described. The impact of the perceived 

consequences of integration scale is vitiated once one has been the victim of 

a crime. Silberman (1978) has pOinted out that for victims of crimes, daily 

life suddenly becomes a more precarious experience, the ordinary more fraught 

with peril. This finding shows us that this sense of precariousness extends 

to one's neighborhood. 
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Before turning to the indiVidual neighborhoods, let us say a word 

about the perception of stability among white renters. With the exception 

of large litter on lawns, our measures of housing type and land use quality 

are not related to perceptions of stability for this group. In general, 

renters' involvement in and identification with their community is less than 

that of owners. In addition, they do not have the financial investment in 

the cOJlDIlUnity that owners do. If i hb a ne g orhood does change, the costs to 

renters are not normally very great; they can simply move on. 

they may not be as attuned to possible signs of deterioration 

Consequently, 

as owners are • 

However, like white owners who have not been victimized, white renters who 

believe that deterioration is not an inevitable result of integration are 

more likely to perceive their I1.eighborhood as stable. The perception of 

stability is also related to satisfaction with the safety of the neighborhood 

and with views on the advisability of neighborhood investment. 

Working Class Neighborhoods. East Side and Portage Park are working class 

neighborhoods where racial integration means working class integration and, 

as we discussed earlier in this chapter, a great deal of fear about the rapid 

softening of the housing market and the subsequent arrival of the black 

underclass. East Side is, by our survey, eight percent Hispanic and therefore 

at the beginning stage of a certain type of racial qhange. Nei.ther neighbor­

hood has a measurable proportion of blacks, although our field reports indicate 

that, compared with Portage Park, East Side residents feel much more immi­

nently threatened by black in-migration. East Side is only a bridge length 

away from a black neighborhood whereas Portage Park is about one mile away. 

In East Side, the perception of stability is primarily affected by: 

whether one lives on a block with. visible signs of deterioration; whether one 

is satisfied with the way property values are going; and whether one believes 
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that dete.rioration is inevitable with racial ch~.nge. , 

East Side residents who live on blocks where large pieces of litter 

or visible signs of housing deteri~ration are present are much more likely, 

controlling for all other factors, to see the neighborhood as racially un­

stable. The modeled percentages are shown in the following display: 

MOdeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
block conditions (East Side White Owners) 

Large Litter 
on Lawns 

No 
Yes 

59 
31 

Visible Flaws on 
Housing Facades 

No 
Yes 

68 
51 

These features of the quality of land use are directly observable signs of 

decline in the appearance of the neighborhood. Such signs are threatening 

and are translated into the perception of neighborhood instability. 

A counter to these thr~ats might occur if rehabilitation were to 

begin on the block or if one could maintain his/her satisf:~.:tion with the way 

property values are going. Each of these factors indicates some ease about 

the viability of one's investmeI}.t in t.he neighborhood. Each factor is strongly 

related tto the perception of stability, as is shown in the following 

display: 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
rehabilitation in progress on the block and satisfaction 
with property values (East Side ~hite Owners) 

Rehabilitation 
In Progress 

Yes 
No 

73 
52 

Satisfaction with Trend 
in Property Values 

High 4 
3 
2 

Low 1 

8'0 
68 
56 
44 

When we turn to the perceived consequences of integration scale in 

East Side, we get some insight into the special pattern between that and 
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perceptions of stability which characterizes the4<efended working class 

neighborhood. For one segment of the community, the scale '\Yorks very much 

the way it does in the sample as a whole; those who score high are more likely 

to perceive the neighborhood as stable. However, there is a group for whom 

the relationship is reversed--that is, they are more lik~ly to see the neigh-

borhood as stable if they believe deterioration is inevitable when change 

takes place. This group exemplif:i,t~s the psychology of the defended neighbor-

hood. In this case, they defend t.hemse1ves by joining organizations "concerned 

with the quality of community life." They perceive the neighborhood as stable 

not because of some benign conce:ption of integration, but bec~use they are 
.. 

committed to not letting integration happen. For them, East Side is stable ' 

because their organizations will not permit change. 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
perceived consequences of integration and membership in 
community organizatilJns (East Side White Owners) 

Perceived Consequences of 
Integration Scale Score 

Not threatening 1 
o 

-1 

Organizational 
Membership 

No 

65 
61 
57 

Ye,;,; 

44 
48 
52 

In Portage Park, the situation is in some respects similar to East 

Side and in other respects quite different. There is no direct relation 

between dissatisfaction with property values and the perception of neighbor-

hood instability in Portage Park. In addition, there is no relation between 

any of the directly visible signs of neighborhood decline--e.g., litter, de-

terioration--and fears about instability. Since the general issue of imminent 

racial change is less salient in Portage Park, there is less of a tendency to 

jump on specific block or neighborhood problems as signs that something bad 

is about to happen. 



(' 

.. 

c 

~~---.------- -----------------------------------------~ 

-224-

There is, however, a relationship between living on a block with 

frame flats and the perception of racial change in Portage Park. We mapped 

ou.t the individual cases in this neighborhood to see if blocks with. frame 

flats were also more likely to contain Hispanic, Filipino and other non-white 

residents (the:~e are no blacks in our Portage Park sample}, This was, in 

fact, the case. The presence of frame flats is an indicator that a white 

owner has a higher chance of living on a block that also houses minority 

residents. White owners in this position in Portage Park are, controlling 

other factors, a full 37 percent more likely than those who are not in this 

position to regard the neighborhood as racially unstable. 

When we turn to satisfaction with safety, we discover that Portage 

Parkers are, in their orientation, much like those in East Side who belong 

to organizations. As shown in the following display, among those satisfied 

with the safety of their neighborhood, those who are more likely to perceive 

negative consequences from integration are also more likely to see their 

neighborhood as stable. 

MOdeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
perceived consequences of integration and satisfaction 
with neighborhood safety· (llortage Pa.rk tfuite Owners) 

Perceived Consequences Satisfaction with Safety 
of Integration Scale 

Scale Score 

Score Low High 
2 3 4 

Not threatening 3 * 65 62 
2 * 66 66 
1 64 67 70 
0 62 68 74 

Threatening -1 60 69 78 

Right now, they know that the neighborhood is stable and that they do not 

have much of a crime problem. Indeed, these two facts were important in their 

decision to move to Portage Park. Residents there rank among the highest in 
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the percentage who viewed "the safety of the neighborhood" (83 percent} and 

"having n.eighbors mostly of your own race" (70 percent) as important factors 

in their decision to move into the neighborhood, They are, then, much like 

residents in other working class neighborhoods who are prepared to fight 

integration, beci<'I1se of the negative consequences which they anticipate will 

follow. In this sense, they demonstrate the psychology of the defended 

neighborhood that has not yet Deen called upon to defend itself. 

~tddle Class Neighborhoods. There are three middle class neighborhoods where 

there are enough. cases to study white perceptions of neighborhood stability: 

Beverly, where we are able to study white home owners; and Lincoln Park and 

Hyde Park/Kenwood, where we are able to study white renters. The psychology 

of neighborhood stability is a little different in each a~ea--the factors 

that are the most important in maintaining neighborhood confidence vary 

slightly between the neighborhoods. In Lincoln Park, people are greatly 

concerned about thEI usability of public space, in Hyde Park/Kenwood about 

housing quality, and in Beverly about property values. Crime and victimization 

are critically important, however, to the perception of stability in all 

three neighborhoods. 

In Lincoln Park, the parks, playgrounds and other open spaces have 

played an important role in the revitalization of the community, They 

represent a set of neighborhood amenities that have helped attract the gentri­

fying white population. The lake front property has always been a haven for 

wealthy white residents. In the inte~ior of the neighborhood, parks and open 

spaces have sometimes provided the geographic focus for redevelopment and 

rehabilitation projects. Unlike the situation in some other neighborhoods, 

in Lincoln Park, the parks and open spaces are a neighborhood ~elling point. 

Because of this, there is a very strong positive relationship between the 

presence of these amenities and the perception of staDility when people feel 
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§ecure enough to enjoy the open areas. When satisfaction with the level of 

safety is low, there is mucn less of a positive effect of these neighborhood 

amenities on confidence in neighborhood stability. The relationship between 

these factors is shown in the following display; 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
satisfaction with s~fety and the presence of open space 
(Lincoln Park White Renters) 

Open Space Satisfaction with Safety Scala Score 

No 
Yes 

Low 
2 3 

46 
69 

High 
4 

43 
82 

The ability to enjoy the open space affects the quality of life in Lincoln 

Park in o~her ways as well. Those who say there is a problem with drug users 

and bothersome people on the streets are also less likely to be confident in 

the stability of the neighborhood. 

In Hyde Park/Kenwood, there is less concern than in Lincoln Park 

about the public space and more concern about the quality of housing and land 

use. Those who live on blocks with vacant lots and/or blocks where the 

housing has visible signs of deterioration are more likely to see the neigh­

borhood as unstable. There is also a very strong relationship between satis­

faction with safety and, the perception. of stability in Hyde Park/Kenwood. The 

relations between each of these factors and stability are shown below: 

MOdeled percent perceiving stability as a function of quality 
measures and satisfaction with safety (Hyde Park/Kenwood White Renters) 

Presence of 
Vacant Lots 

No 72 
Yes 53 

Visible Flaws in 
Housing Facades 

No 
Yes 

74 
60 

Satisfaction with Safety 
Scale Score 

High 4 
3 
2 
1 

LOw 0 

86 
80 
74 
68 
62 
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As for white o~ners in general, when we move to white home owners 

:I.n Beverly, we find that satisfaction with property value's is the strongest 

correlate of the perception of neighborhood stability. Those who are satis-

fied with the way property values are going are much more certain of neighbor-

hogd stability than those who are not. This is shown in the following 

display: 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
satisfaction with the t~'end in property values CBeverly 
White Owners) 

Satisfaction with Trend 
in Property Values 

High 4 
3 
2 

Low 1 

89 
80 
71 
62 

Our field work found that houses are lower in price in the eastern section 

of Beverly where most racial integration is occurring. This might explain 

a great deal of the relationship between satisfaction with appreciation and 

the perception of stability. This contextual explanation is, however, adjusted 

for in our equation because the eastern section of the neighborhood is also 

the area where the housing stock contains the greatest number of flats. The 

perceived conceutration of non-Whites in this area is unquestionable. Beverly 

residents who live on a block with flats are 35 percent more likely than those 

who do not to say their neighborhood is unstable. After adjusting for this 

correlation, there is still the strong relationship for all Beverly residents 

between dissatisfaction with property values and the perception of instability. 

The other threat to neighborhood interests that makes a difference in 

the perception of stapility in Beverly is victimization. Controlling all 

other factors, those who have been victimized are much less positive about 

the future of the neighborhood. 
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Vict.imization also undercuts the perception that 1utegration need 

not l~ad to decline. For those who have not been victimized, there is a strong 

relationship between'this scale and the perception of neighborhood stability. 

For those who have been victimized, the relationship is still present, but 

is considerably weaker. This is shown in the following display: 

MOdeled percent perceiving stability as a function of 
perceived consequences of integration and victimization 
(Beverly White Owners) 

Perceived Consequences 
of Integration.Sca1e 

Score 

Not Threatening 3 
2 
1 

Th~eatening 0 

Victimization 

No Yes 

94 
83 
72 
61 

75 
71 
67 
63 

Hisvanics. In the final part of this chapter, we will comb±~e the responses 

of Hispanic owners and renters to examine the correlates of the perception 

of racial stability in this group. We should note that this procedure com-

bines heterogeneous neighborhoods and social classes. Our alternative, how-

ever, was to ignore th~ Hispanics entirely, since there are too few cases 

for a more narrowly refined analysis. 

As with whites in East Side, Hispanics interpret the presence of 

large litter on the block as a sign of racial instability. And, similarly, 

for Hispanics, the presence of rehabilitation activity on the block is a 

positive factor in perceptions of racial stability. 

Although Hispanics are less positive than Portage Park whites in 

their general assessment of the consequences of racial change (the range 

on the perceived consequences scale is more negative), being satisfied with 

, the safety of the neighborhood has the same effect here that it does among 

Portage Park whites. Among those who are satisfied, those who are more 

negative about the consequences of change are less likely to see it occurring. 
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Th~ relations between these factors are shown in the follOwing display; 

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a functio 
~~~:~iuC:~:;a~~c!)tegration and satisfaction withnn~~g~:~~~!~~d 

Perceived Consequences 
of Integration Scale 

Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score 
Score Low 

2 3 
High 

4 
Not Thl'eatening 1 75 74 

0 72 
73 

74 76 -1 69 74 79 -2 66 74 82 Threatening -3 63 74 85 

We have now seen that the perception of racial ~tability is a 

centrally important factor in how people view their neighborhoods. We have 

also seen the ways in which crimp ~~~~~~ .--- _ .. ,..-.. .., this perception. We now turn 
more directly to concerns about crime. 
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TABLE 11.1 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATION PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE OWNERS 

Predictor Variable Slope 

1. Perceived Consequences of Integration .03 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

Victimization 

Perceived Consequences*Victimization 

View of Neighborhood Investment Opportunity 

Satisfaction with Property Values 

Rehabilitation in Progress 

Presence of Frame Flats 

Presence vi Parks, Alleys or other Open 
Spaces 

-.02 

-.05 

.17 

.06 

.10 

-.24 

-.13 
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TABLE 11.2 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE 0WNERS 

IN PORTAGE PARK, BEVERLY AND EAST SIDE 

Predictor Variable Portage Park Beverly East Side 

1. Education: College v Grade 
High School v Grade 

2. Satisfaction with Property Values 

3. Rehabilitation in Progress 

4. Visible Flaws in Housing Facades 

5. Large Litter on Lawns 

6. Presence of Frame Flats 

7. Presence of Flats 

B. Perceived Consequences of 
Integration 

9. Victimization 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Perceived Consequences*Victimization 

Satisfaction with Neighborhood 
Safety 

Perceived Consequences*Satisfaction 
with Safety 

Membership in Neighborhood 
Improvement Organizations 

Perceived Consequences*Membership 

Presence of Parks, Alleys, or other 
Op~n Spaces 

Presence of Parks, etc.*Satisfactiou 
with Safety 

Presence of Parks, etc.*Victimization 

2 R :II 

.33 

.13 

-.37 

.OBJ 

.26] 

.O~ 

-.03J 

-.lB 

-.31 

.26 

.16 

.25 

.09 

-.35 

.11 

.02 

-.07 

~'lJ 
-.03 

-.6~ 

.2J 

.23 

.1B 

.00 

.12 

.21 

-.17 

-.2B 

.04 

.10 

-.OB 

-.l~ 

-.OBJ 

-.22 

-.44 

.24 
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TABLE 11.3 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATION PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE RENTERS 

Predictor Variable Slope 

Perceived Consequences of Integration .04 

View of ~'eighborhood Investment 
Opportunity .14 

Satisfaction with Neighborhood Safety .05 

Large Litter on Lawns -.17 

2 
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TABLE 11.4 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE RENTERS 

IN LINCOLN PARK AND HYDE PARK/KENWOOD 

Predictor Variable Lincoln Park Hyde Park/Kenwood 

1. Education: College v Less 

2. Incivility 

3. Vacant Lots 

4. Visible Flaws in Housing Facades 

5. Family Income 

6. Perceived Cons~quences of 
Integration 

7. Satisfaction with NeighborhoGd 
Safety 

8. Perceived Consequences* 
Satisfaction with Safety 

9. Presence of Parks, Alleys or 
other Open Spaces 

10. Presence of Parks, etc.* 
Satisfaction with Safety 

.22 

-.10 

-.35 -.19 

-.14 

.007 

.10 

-.03 .06 

-.Q3 

-.25 

.16 

.15 .22 
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TABLE 11.5 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATION PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR HISPANICS 

Predictor Variable Slope 

Rehabilitation in Progress .27 

Large Litter on Lawns -.22 

Incivility -.11 

Perceived Consequences of Integration .09 

Satisfaction with Neighborhood Safety ,02 

Perceived Consequences* 
Satisfaction with Safety -.03 

2 R ::a .23 
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CHAPTER 12 

THE IMPACT OF CRn~: PERCEPTIONS OF RISK 

AND SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY 

In this chapter, we focus primarily on two aspects of crime--the 

perception of risk in the neighborhood and satisfaction lrl.i:h the safety of 

the neighborhood. These two measures tap different dimensions of the crime 

problem; satisfaction with neighborhood safety involves both different and 

a wider range of correlates than does perceived ,risk. In the next chapter
J 

we will see that satisfaction with safety also makes much more of a difference 

than perceived risk i; one's attitude toward neighborhood investment. 'To 

have a basis for interpreting these findings, we begin here with a discussion 

of cur measures of perception of risk and satisfaction with safety and the 

relation between t,;,\'.' 'two. 

The measure of perception of risk is based on the following two 

questions: 

"How much crime would you say there is in your own immediate 
neighborhood-a lot, some, or only a little?" 

"Would you say that the like1~,hood you will be a victim of a 
crime in your neighborhood during the cOming year is high, 
moderate or low?" 

Responses were scored 1, 2 and 3 to indicate low, moderate or high amounts 

of perceived risk and then summed. The result was a skewed variable. Most 

of our respondents believe there is little crime and a low probability of 

victimization. To avoid some of the problems that arise from outlying cases 

on a skewed dependent variable, the top t.wo categories were combined~ result-

ing in a range of 1 to 5 for the scale of perceived risk. 

The scale of perceived risk was chosen for the analYSis because it 

has many desirable measurement properties (high variation, reliability, few 
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contaminating or double-barreled influences in question wording) and yet, at 

,·the same time, correlates very highly with many of our other measures of fear 

and perceptions of crime. These other measureS J ranging from statements of 

fear of one's neighborhood to behaviors that one might have undertaken because 

of crime, are summarized in Table 12~1. This table shows both the percent of 

owners and renters in each race/ethnic group who responded positively to the 

items and. how strongly each of the items correlates with the scale of per-

ceived risk. 

When the correlation between a measure in Table 12.1 and the scale 

of perceived risk is high, we can say that the scale of risk is standing for 

the alternative measure, even though the measure is not included in the scale" 

On the other hand, when an item does not correlate very strongly with the 

scale of perceived risk, we have found a domain that is not well represented 

by our scale, and we should be careful not to generalize to this domain when 

we discuss the results of the analysis of the scale of perceived risk. In 

short, the correlations between the items in Table 12.1 and the scale of 

perceived risk give us a better understanding of what the scale really means--' 

what kinds of fears of and responses to crime are part and parcel of the 

perception of risk in the neighborhood. 

Table 12.1 shows the change in the predict~d score on the scale of 

perceived risk for each of the other measures. A double asterisk means that 

a one unit increase on the item is associated with a one unit increase on the 

scale of perceived risk. These items are the ones that could just as well 

have b.een used iIi the scale without substantially changing the pattern of the 

results. A single asterisk means that the item is associated with a .5 increase 

in the scale of perceived risk and, thus, is moderately correlated with the 

scale. The items that are not asterisked do not correlate. strongly with the 

scale and represent fears and behaviors that are largely independent of 'one's 
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TABLE 12.1 

FEAR OF AND RES:PONSES TO CRIME: :PERCENT RES:PONDING POSITIVELY 
TO EACH ITEM ':nTHIN EACH ROUSING MARKET GROUP 

Reactions that Correlate 
Strongly with :Perceived Risk 

White 
Owner Renter 

1. Often worry about being victim-
ized in the neighborhood 24** 30** 

2. Feel uneasy when they hear 
footsteps 59* 66* 

3. Worry that home will be burglarized 37* 39* 

4. Arrange to walk outdoors with others 30* 37* 

5. Afraid to walk at night 61* 73* 

Reactions that Correlate 
Moderately with :Perceived Risk 

6. Avoid using public transportation 

7. Installed a bur'glar alarm 

30 

16 

8. Installed other' home security devices 59 

9. Refused a job due to its unsafe 
location' 11 

Reactions that Correlate 
Very Weakly with :Perceived Risk 

10. Engraved identification on valuables 27 

11. Selected a residence for its 
safety features 24 

12. Kept a watchdog 35 

13. Kept a gun or other weapon at home 18 

14. Would fear a stranger who asked 
for directions 48 

37 

09 

50* 

14 

22 

36 

22 

14* 

55 

Percent Among ••• 

Black Hispanic 
Owner Rent~ Owner Renter. 

37** 36** 

73 74* 

41* 46* 

42* 43* 

69* 61* 

32 

21* 

63* 

09 

36 

35 

42 

39 

60 

32* 

13 

62 

14* 

26 

45 

22 

31 

62* 

17** 23** 

54 65* 

46 54 

34* 35* 

66* 60* 

17 23** 

17* 09** 

41* 38* 

18** 13* 

20* 19 

34 34 

32* 19* 

25* 16 

54 60 
** Items that predict approximately a 1.0 unit increase on the scale of 
* Items that predict approximately a .5 unit increase on the scale of 

perceived ris'kj 
perceived risk~ 
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feelings about the level of risk in the neighborhood. 

Table 12.1 is organized in three parts to show how the part:icular 

items are related to the risk scale. The first set of items are those that 

are highly correlated ~~th one's perception of the level of risk in the 

neighborhood. These items include: worry about one's own risk of being 

victimized; fear of walking i~ the neighborhood at night; worrying that one's 

home will be burglarized; feeling uneasy when one hears footsteps outdoors 

at night; and taking precautions to walk with others when one goes out in 

the neighborhood. These items are, for almost all purposes, interchangeable 

with the scale of perceived risk. 

The second part of Table 12.1 shows items that are in some cases 

strongly :elated to the risk scale, but not uniformly so. These are all 

behavioral measures that are, presumably, results of one's perception of the 

levf:l of risk in the neighborhood: avoiding public transportation; inst.alling 

a burglar alarm; installing other home security devices such as burglar bars; 

and refusing to take a job because it is located in an unsafe area. It is 

interesting to note that the relation between these behavioral measures and 

the perception of risk is strong for blacks and especially so for Hispanics, 

but almost never significant for whites. When we interpret the risk scale 

for minorities, we should be aware that there is a ~ehavioral overtone having 

to do with jobs, home safety, and public transportation that is more pronounced 

than for whites. 

Finally, the third part of Table 12.1 shows the items that do not 

correlate strongly with the risk scale. It is interesting and occasicmally 

surprising to see the extent of some of these reactions--for instance, over 

30 percent of blatC.its say they have kept a gun or some other: weapon at home 

because of crime--but it should be noted that they are la~fgely illdependent 

of the scale of perceived risk. It may be, of course, that having taken 

() 
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these precautions in some cases decreases the perception of risk. As one 

South Shore respondent said in response to the question of why there is only 

a little crime in the neighborhood, "They shoot back. They believe in 

protecting themselves--the neighbors." 

We see from this small scaling study that perceived risk correlates 

highly with many, but not all, of our other measures. Thus, when we discuss 

the I'1sk scale, we should recognize that we are largely discussing fear of 

the streets, worries of personal victimization and fear of home invasion. 

The scale of satisfaction with the level of safety in the neighbor-

hood. was based on the following two items: 

"We'd like to know how satisfied you are· right ~ with various 
things in your neighborlwod • • • Are you very satisfied, some­
what satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with: 

The reputation of your neighborhood 

The saf~ty of the neighborhood." 

Each item was scored -2 to 2 and the two were added together for a satisfaction 

with safety scale ranging from -4 to 4. Our finding that the "reputation" and 

"safety" questions w.ere a single, scalable factor is consistent with previous 

findings (Campbell~ et aI, 1976). MOst respondents were satisfied with each 

aspect of their neighborhood--the average scale score is around 2.0--but tha 

responses were not so extreme as to require special ~ethods for dealing with 

skewed or truncated variables. 

The literature on the "quality of life" focuses a great deal of . . 
attention on the measurement and interpretation of satisfaction. Some of these . . 

studies deal very broadly with satisfaction in all areas of life (e.g., Andrews 

and Withey, 1976; Campbell, Converse and Rodgers, 1976; Watts and Free, 1974). 

Others deal more narrowly with neighborhood satisfaction and, as a primary 

(~omponent thereof:, satisfaction with the level of safety in the neighborhood 

(e.g., tiu, 1975; Marans and Rodgers, 1974; Milbrath and Sahr, 1975). 

, 
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One of the intellectual riddJ,es of the quality of life studies has 

been to understand the relation between one's level of satisfaction and the 

objective circumstances of one's life. Different types of studies have yielded 

different results, leading to the general conclusion that any study of the 

relation between satisfaction and objective.circumstances requires careful 

analysis and explanation. For ins'tance, depending on the unit of analysis 

and one's choice of synchronic or diachronic methods, the relationship between 

happiness and income is positive, negative or zero; 

(a) At the individual level, those with more income say they 
are happier (a positive relationship) (Gurin, Veroff and 
Feld, 1960); but 

(b) As real income levels have increased, the level 'of happiness 
reported in national surveys has stayed the same (a zero 
relationship, true for the U. S. and other Western 
countries) (Easterlin, 1973}; and, to complicate things further, 

(c) Areas of the U. S. where the level of income is, on average, 
lower (rural areas, the South) often show higher levels of 
reported happiness (a negativ1! relationship) (;Marans and 
Wellman, 1978; Taylor, 1980). 

In his most recent book, The S~nse of Well Being i~ America (1981), 

Angus Campbell undertakes a heroic summary of the quality of life literature 

and introduces several guideposts for understanding the meaning of satisfaction 

reports. He states that: 

Satisfaction-dissatisfaction is a function of the gap the indi­
vidufil perceives between his or her present situation and the 
situation or status he or she aspires to, expects or feels 
entitled to. Change in satisfaction level may result from a 
change in perceived situation or a change in aspiration level 
or both. (p. 24) 

The difference between satisfaction and objective reports of objective environ-

mental circumstances is that: 

Satisfaction implies an act of judgment, a comparison of what 
people have to what they think they deserve, expect or may 
reasonably aspire to. If this discrepancy is small, the 
result is satisfaction; if it is large, there is dissatisfac-
tion (p. 22) • • • 
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Satisfaction is a more cognitive process than feeling the 
pleasant or unpleasant experiences of life, less immediate, more 
dependent on judgmental comparison of one's present circumstances 
with what is thought to be an app~upriate standard. People's 
circumstances change but their standards of judgmellt tend to 
accomodate to these changes and their levels of satisfaction 
tend to remain constant. 

We believe that these guides to the meaning of satisfaction reports 

help us understand our finding that satisfaction with the safety of a neigh~ 

borhood can be quite high even though the perceived level of risk is also quite 

high because other neighborhood amenities make living in the neigl'lborhood 

worth it. A person can live in a high risk area and still be satisfied with 

the level of safety if, for instance, there is high quality housing, there are 

desirable public spaces nearby, the neighborhood is close to where the person 

works, or the person thinks the situation in the neighborhood is bad, but also 

believes that things will improve. 

Figure 12.1 illustrates the relationship between perceived level of 

risk and satisfactio'Q with safety in our eight, neighborhoods. The x-axis 

shows the average neighborhood score on the scale of risk; the y-axis shows 

the average neighborhood score on the scale of satisfaction. The line has 

beeu drawn in free hand to draw attention to the general pattern of data pol.uts. 

The low risk neighborhoods--Beverly, Portage Park, and East Side--are all 

relatively high on the satisfaction scale. The middle and high risk neighbor­

hoods show little systematic relationship with satisfaction; some are low 

satisfaction areas, some are high. 

Given the magnitude of the differences generally between our six ethnic/ 

ownership status groups, it might be suggested that there is a compositional 

effect operating here. If this were so, we would expect the pattern in 

Figure 12.1 to disappear when the neighborhood housing market composition is 

taken into account. In fcLct, this does not occur. With one exception, the 

housing market groups witlrln any neighborhood are closely clustered around the 
I 
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Figure 12.1 Perceived Risk of Victimization in the Neighborhood and 
Satisfaction with the Safety and Reputation of the Neighborhood 

Satisfaction 
with Safety 

3 

2 

1 

Side 

.Lincoln Park 

• Hyde Park/Kenwood 

Back of the Yards· 

South Shore 

.Austin 

3 4 

Perceived Risk 

(:: 

~ 

I 
~ 
t 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

! 

j 

t 
j 

\ 

I 
I 

I 
j 

I 
r 
r 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

I, , 
J. 
I; t . 
I, 
i· 
1 ' . I 

\·1 
1\1 

II 
I. 
I 
\ 

o 

C,) 

e 

.' 
..---------~ .. ~------..:.-....--------------~.~---.-

-243-

average neighborhood score on each dimension in Figure'12.1. This clustering 

is shown in Figure 12.2. 

Part a. the upper half of Figure 12.2, shows the'group scores within 

the Beverly, Hyde Park/Kenwood and Back of the Yards neighborhoods. Part b, 

the lower half of Figure 12.2, shows the group clusters for East Side, Lincoln 

Park and Austin. Because of space limitations, the neighborhoods of Portage 

Park and South Shore are not shown. If they were on the graph, Portage Park 

would overlap almost completely with Beverly, and South Shore would overlap 

with. Austin. 

The' principal finding from F:t,gure 12.2 is that the pattern of 

neighborhood differences shown in Fj.gure 12.1 is not due to compositional 

effects. The general relationship between risk and satisfaction still holds: 

low risk means high satisfaction; high risk means variability in satisfaction 

depending on the circumstances of the neighborhood. 

The one neighborhood that clusters poorly is Back of the Yards. In 

this neighborhood, the pattern of scores reflects the overall pattern of 

differences between neighborhoods: the low risk groups are relatively high 

on satisfaction; the high risk groups show variability. What defines the 

variability in group profiles is ethnicity, In Back of the Yards, Hispanics , 

are the gro~ with. the lowest perceived risk and the, highest satisfaction, 

whites make up the high risk-high satisfaction gro~p, and blacks are the high 

risk-low s~tisfaction group. 

It would be easy to generalize from the patte~ in Back of the Yards 

and say that compared to whites, Hispanics are disproportionately we11-

satisfied with their op~ortunities for urban living, and blacks are dispro-

portionately on the low end of the subjective rating sca1es~ven when the 

three' groups are describing more or!1 less the same set of objective neighborhood 
/1 

circumstances. 
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Figure 12.2 Perceived Risk of Victimization and Satisfaction with Safety and 
Reputation of the ~eighborhood by Housing Market 
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When we look at the other neighborhoods, however, the patterns in 

Figure 12.2 do not support this generalization. Within any of the other' 

neighborhoods, the average scores for blacks on either dimension are about 

the same as the average scores for the white groups. There are strong black-

white racial differences in risk ~nd satisfaction with neighborhood safety 

when we poo.l the data for all eight ,neighborhoods. If we try to statisti-

cally adjust or explain these differences by, for instance, controlling for 

victimization or any of several social c~ass measures, we explain some of 

the difference but never the whole amount. The residual race difference, 

after statistical controls, is described in the literature as the effect of 

discrimination, black demoralization, or some other unmeasured, racially-

linked variable. What we have found in Figure 12.2 is that within the 

neighborhoods in our analysis, there is generally very little difference 

between blacks and whites in reactions to crime. With precise contextual 

measures and contextual controls, then, the overall race difference in our 

sample ·disappears. The importance of this finding for the literature is that 

the persisting black-white difference on many of these measures may possibly 

be explained by incomplete or inadequate measurements of the neighborhood 

context of the survey respondents. 

We see, then, that the neighborhood is of p,rimary importance in 

explaining the variation in survey responses to questions of perceived risk 

and satisfac~ion with neighborhood safety. We now turn from the relationship 

between thes~ two measures to an examination of the correlates of each witrdn 

eacnneighborhood. Here, there are significant differences between whites, 

blacks, Hispanics, owners and renters. Therefore, the analysis within any 

neighborhood could not pool the responses for the groups defined by these 

variables. However, most neighborhoods contain significant proportions of 

only one or two of the ethnic/ownership sta~us groups; consequently, in the 

, 
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subsequent analyses, we restrict our statistical conclusions to the one or 

two groups that live in great numbers in the area. Thus? for Beverly, we 

analyze the responses of white owners~ white renters and black renters are 

considered in Hyde Park/Kenwood, and so on. 

Table 12.2 shows the nonstandardized regression slopes for the 

equations predicting the perceived level of risk wit,hin each neighborhood. 

Reading across the columns of Table 12.2, we see that the most important 

single factor, in the sense that the slopes are strong and significant in 

every neighborhood, is the presence of bothersome people and/or drug users 

on the streets. These measures were based on similar questions about the 

level of "incivility" analyz~d in the various reports published by the 

Center for Urban Affairs at Northwestern University.. As an example of how 

to interpret the slopes, in Beverly, for each point increase on the incivility 

scale, there is an increase of .27 in the predicted score on the scale of 

perceived risk. A person who reports that both drug users and bothersome 

people are somewhat of a problem in the area is, on average, .54 points higher 

on the scale of perceived risk. The effect of incivility on p.erceived risk 

is greatest among renters, and especially among renters in Hyde Park/Kenwood, 

Lincoln Park, and Austin. These three neighborhoods also have among the 

highest crime rates. 

Not surprisingly, the experience of victimization has a fairly con-

sistent, large effect on the perception of risk in the neighborhood. Victimi-

zation is defined as whether the respondent. or a household membe~ experienced 

any sort of personal or property crime in the neighborhood in the l,\lst year. 

In each neighborhood, those who report a personal or househ~ld victimization 

are about .2 to .5 points higher on the scale of perceived risk than those 

who do not report such an event. The major exception is black home owners; 

in each neighborhood where there are enough such respondents to make the 

Incivility 

Neighborhood 
Deterioration 

Vic timiza tion 

Vandalism 

Sex 

Single 

Avoid Public 
Transportation 

Select Safe Home 

Presence of Parks, etc. 

) 

TABLE 12.2 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING 
PERCEIVED RISK WITHIN EACH NEIGHBORHOOD 

Beverly Portage East 
Park Side 
White White 

Lincoln 
Park 
White 

Hyde Park/ 
Kenwood 

White Black 

South 
Shore. 

Black Black 

, 

Austin 

Black Black White 
Owner Owner Owner Renter Renter Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter 

.27 .36 .. 22 .49 .54 .74 .33 .24 .17 .42 

.21 .12 .15 

.46 .20 .17 .38 .17 .35 .36 

.62 .33 

.29 .30 

-.39 

.42 .13 .• 49 

.17 

.24 .10 .44 .23 .16 

.18 .1l ,28 .22 .35 .29 .11 .34 .33 .31 

) 
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analysis, there is no effect of victimization on the level of perceived risk, 

controlling for the other factors shown. 

The most interesting pattern among the remaining coefficientD shows 

the effect of certain objective environmental features on the level of per-

ceived risk. For home owners, there is a fairly consistent relation between 
. 

the presence of visible signs of neighborhood deterioration and the perception 

of greater risk of victimization. The neighborhood deterioration scale is 

based on respondents' reports: of problems with garbage, unkept lawns, absentee 

landlords, abandoned homes or vacant lots. The presence of these signs of 

deterioration is an alarming sign for home owners, but not necessarily for 

renters. 

Renters are more affected by the physical features and usability of 

the public space in the area.. In most' neighborhoods, renters who say they 

have avoided public transportation because'of fear of crime are more likely 

to perceive risk in the are/a.. Similarly, renters who live on blocks where 

there are playgrounds, alleys, or other open spaces perceive a greater risk 

of victimization. 

Table 12.3 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting 

scores on the scale of satisfaction with safety. As in Table 12~2, the re-

gression equations are estimated on the available d~ta within each neighborh~od. 

Once again, the presence of bothersome people and/or drug users is 

an important correlate of satisfaction in almost every neighborhood. As 

before, the effects of incivility are greatest in the neighborhoods where 

the crime rates are also the highest--Lincoln Park, Hyde Park/Kenwood, South 

Shore, and Austin. The direct experience of victimization is also an impor-

tant correlate of dissatisfaction in some of the neighborhoods. These are 

also neighborhoods where victimization strongly predicted the perception of 

risk. On the other hand, there are a few neighborhoods where victimization 

------------ ----- ------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------
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TABLE 12.3 

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING 
SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY WITHIN EACH NEIGHBORHOOD 

Beverly Portage 
Park 

White White 

East 
Side 

White 

Lincoln 
Park 
White 

Hyde Park/ 
Kenwood 

White Black 

South Austin 
Shore 

Black Black Black Black 
Owner Owner Owner Renter Renter Renter Owner Renter OWner R(;!~ 

Incivility 

Neighborhood 
Deterioration 

Perceived Stability 

Victimization 

Vandalism 

Presence of Flats 

Abandoned Units 

Avoid Fublic 
Transportation 

Psychological Attachment 

-.30 -.20 

-.28 -.22 -.58 

.82 .82 

-.55 -.84 

-.40 

.15 .15 .27 

-.99 -.47 -.90 -.93 -.33 -.43 -.92 

-.42 -.23 -.37 -.25 

1.28 1.05 .46 .26 

-.33 -1.00 

-1.36 

.41 .43 1.48 

.35 .14 .40 .27 .30 .20 .36 
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predicts ri~k, but not satisfaction. Finally, as with perceived risk~ 

victimization does not affect satisfaction with safety among black home 

owners. 

Signs of deterioration come into full playas a predictor of dis­

satisfaction with safety in almost every neighborhood. The evidence of 

disorder from garbage and neglect affects both renters and owners in their 

level of satisfaction with the saf.ety of the neighborhood. 

For black renters, Table 12.3 shows that the feeling that the 

neighborhood is "a real home and not just a place to live" is a strong 

correlate of satisfaction 'tdth the level;~,f safety. For black owners and 

for whites, satisfaction with the safety of the neighborhood is strongly 

correlated with the perception that the neighborhood is racially stable. 

Neither of these factors affects the perceived level of risk; but, whatever 

the level of risk, each increases the satisfaction with the safety of thte 

neighborhood. 

'rhe question of whether the neighborhood is a real home or jUElt a 

place to live is a measure of psychological attachment and, as such, repre­

sents something like a summary statement about positive neighborhood qualities. 

Why this relationship is present only for black renters is not completely 

clear, but it may have to do with the historically precarious position of this 

group in the housing market. It may be tt~t having found a neighborhood to 

which one ~ feel attached leads one to be satisfied with safety even though 

the risk of victimization is also perceived to be high. 

As we discussed in Ch~pter 11, the issue of stability ~~cludes not 

only the race component, but also a social class component. Thus, our finding 

that the relationship between perceived stability and satisfaction with safety 

is present for olack owners as well as for whites is explicable in terms of 
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black middle cl~,ss concerns that lower class blacks will move into the 

neighDorhood. In both cases, then, the perception of stability reflects one's 

assessment about the future of the neighborhood. In the absence of the sense 

of precariousness generated by uncerta1nt.y about racial stability, people are 

satisfied with the safety of the neighborhood in spite of high perceived risk. 

In line with our earlier discussion about the meaning of the per-

ceived risk and satisfaction with safety measures, we see that risk is more 

narrowly a report of objective conditions whereas satisfaction involves other 

considerations. Risk is affected primarily by incivility, victimization, 

and environmental features. Satisfaction with safety is also affected by 

these things, although to different degrees and in somewhat different ways. 

Satisfaction with safety is also, however, affected by more global assessments 

about the present or future quality of the neighborhood. 

Hispanics and Some Observations About Ethnic Differences 

The Hispanics in our study are concentrated in East Side, where about 

half own their homes, and in Back of the Yards, where most are renters. In 

the tables analyzed in the previous section, there were never enough cases to 

analyze Hispanics separately within any particular neighborhood. In this 

section, we will pool the Hispanic home owners from the different neighborhoods 

to compare their responses with those of black and white home owners. Simi-

larly, we will pool all Hispanic renters to compare their responses with 

black and white renters'. 

We noted in the discussion of the ethnic differences in Back of the 

Yards that, in that neighborhood, Hispanics are the most secure and most satis-

fied group. ~~en the results are pooled for all neighborhoods, this pattern 

does not exactly hold. Although Hispanic owners and renters are more positive 

on each measure than black owners and renters, they are somewhere between white 
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owners and renters in aggregate levels of perceived risk and satisfaction 

with safety. The scores for owners and renters in' eac~ racial/ethnic group, 

pooling the data for all neighborhoods, are shown in. Figure 12.3. 

Table 12.4 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting 

perceived risk among Hispanic owners and among Hispanic renters. These 

slopes can be compared with the slopes in Table 12.2 as well as with those 

for whites all,d for blacks also shown in Table 12.4. 

As with black owners, Hispanic owners are not affected by victimi-

zation in their assessment of the level of risk in the neighborhood. The 

principal finding from Table 12.4, however, is that we do not do well at all 

in explaining the sources of the perception of risk among Hispanic owners. 

The only correlate is the presence of deterioration and neglect on the block, 

and the overall proportion of explained variance attributable to this ~ause 

( 
is small. 

As with white and black renters, Hispanic renters are affected by 

incivility and fears of public transportation in their assessment of the 

level of risk in their neighborhood. Here, the predictor variables do a 

better job in explaining the pattern of Hispanic responses. 

Table 12.5 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting 

satisfaction with safety in the Hispanic owner and ~enter populations. Unlike 

the black and white populations, the concerns of Hispanic owners are not re-

lated to the perception of racial stability and the concerns of Hispanic renters 

are not tied to feeliD.gs that the neighborhood is a home. What does come 

through quite strongly in the Hispanic population is the relation between 

satisfaction with safety and reports of objective circumstances in the neigh-

borhood that make the area seem less safe and of lower quality. These objec-
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tive circumstances ar~ incivility and our measure of deterioration/neglect. 

As with the black and white populations, these are quite strong determinants 
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Figure 12.3 Perceived Risk of Victimization in the Neighborhood and 
Satisfaction with the Safety and Reputation of the Neighborhood 
'by Housing Market Composition 
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l Q:) TABLE 12.4 

! TABLE 12.5 
REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING II REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING PERCEIVED RISK WITHIN EACH HOUSING MARKET GROUP 

SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY WITHIN EACH HOUSING MARKET GROUP 

I White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic 

I 

White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic: Owner ~ Owner Renter Renter Renter Owner Owner Owner Renter Renter Renter 

Incivility .20 .28 .27 .29 .33 Incivility -.29 -.55 -.80 -.68 -.51 -.63 
Neighborhood Neighborlwod Deterioration .12 .16 .• 07 .08 Deterioration -.29 -.52 -.27 -.20 .... 33 -.32 
VictijijJzation .40 .37 .33 Stable .58 1.13 1.07 
v'andalism .47 .29 Victimization -.79 -.61 
S~\X .18 Vandalism -1.65 
Sillgle ··.49 

Presence of Flats -.48 
Avo.id Public 

( TI:ansporta tion .38 .,35 .49 
( ) 

Abandoned Units -2.81 
Select Safe Home .16 Sex -1.14 
Presence of Parks, Avoid Public etc. .24 .25 Transportation .... 54 
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of satisfaction with safety in the Hispanic population. 

h 1 gr~up in our analvsis whose satisfaction Hispanic owneI!'s are t e on y <J,f 

Th~ with. safety is affected by whether or not their home has been·.iVandalized. 

relations b~tween victimization and satisfaction have been variable throughout 

this chapter, but it is interesting to note that, for this particular group, 

va.ndalism and its possible associati-:>n with gang activity is a pa,rticularly 

upsetting phenomenon. 
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CHAPTER. 13 

RAC:Il:, CR.IME. AND NEIGHBORROOD INVESTMENT 

As we have suggested throughout our discussion~ the final approach 

to the question of neighborhood maintenance must be economic. How do 

social forces align themselves to encourage or discourage investment 

in urban neighborhoods? In this chapter, we will isolate those charac-

teristics of neighborhoods and those experiences of individuals which are 

most important for creating positive attitudes toward investment 

opportunities. Because of our focus on orientations toward investment 

and investment activity, we will here analyze only the responses of home 

owners. A more thoroughgoing analysis would include similar questions 

for landlords in areas with substantial numbers of multiple family 

dwellings. Because of their relative absence in ~ur survey, however, 

they will not be included in the analysis. 

We have constructed a two item investment satisfaction scale 

as the primary dependent variable for the analysis in this chapter. The 

investment satisfaction scale is made up of the following two survey 

questions; 

"We'd like to know how satisfied you are right now with. 
various things in your neighborhood ••• Are you v~ 
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied or 
very dissatisfied with the way property values are going?1t 

ItSuppose a family had saved its money and was thinking 
about buyiug a hqFse in your neighborhood. In your 
opinion, would they be making a good financial investment, 
or would they be better off investing their money in 
another neighboJ;'MOd?" 

Satisfaction with the trend in property values was scored -2 to +2 as 

was the respondent's recommendation concerning investment inside (+2) 

or outside (-2) the neighborhood. The resulting investment satisfaction 
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scale ranges from -4 to +4. Tke average neig~korh d h ~~ ~w 00 scores on t is 

scale for home owners are shown in Table 13.1 

TABLE 13.1 

AVERAGE NEIGHBORHOOD SCORES ON INVESTMENT 
SATISFACTION SCALE FOR HOME OWNERS 

White 
Ne:tghBorhodd Owners 

Black 
Owners 

Por'cage Park 2.6 

Lincoln Park 3.1 ... 
Austin .3 .1 

Back of the Yards .1 - .7 
,Beverly 3.2 2.9 

Hyde Park/Kenwood 2.1 2.5 

South Shore 1.1 

East Side 2.0 

TOTAL OWNERS 2.3 1.0 

Hispanic 
Owners 

..... 

... 

.8 

2.2 

1.1 

~e investment satisfaction scale is directly economic in 

nature. In addition to the items constituting ie, we also asked 

respondents how satisfied they were with "the quality of housing for 

the money" and "the general appear~nce of the street~~, grounds, and 

buildings in the area." These latter measures, although having an 

economic overtone, are more inclusive assessments of the quality of the 

neighborhood. We assume that dissatisfaction with these more general 

aspects of the neighborhood contributes to the assumption that invest­

ment in the neighborhood is not worthwhile. Th f ere ore, we constructed 

a q~ity/appearance scale from these two itemswbich we will employ 
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as a predictor of people's willingness to invest in the neighborhood. 

In later sections of this chapter, we will consider full regression 

models for investment satisfaction which incorporate as predictor 

variables this scale as y7ell as responses to crime, per~t~ptions of 

racial stability, and other individual and neighborhood characteristics. 

First, however, we extend our discussion in Chapter 12 of the different 

responses to crime and introduce the analysis of investment satisfaction 

by considering the relations between these variables. 

Investment Satisfaction and Responses to Crime 

Figure 13.1 shows the average scores on the perceived risk and 

investment satisfaction scales for the white, black, and Hispanic 

owners in each neighborhood. The pattern in Figure 13.1 is similar to 

that be~ween perceived risk and satisfaction with safety found in Chapter 

1.2. Beverly, East Side, and Portage Park are areas where risk is low 

and investment satisfaction is high. Austin and Back of the Yards are 

areas whjare risk is moderate to high and investment satisfaction is low. 

South Shore, Hyde Park/Kenwood, and Lincoln Park are areas where risk is 

relatively high, but investment satisfaction also ranges from moderate 

to high. 

At the aggregate neighborho~d level1 there i$ no relationship 

between perception of risk and investment satisfaction. This does not 

mean that crime and/or fear of crime are unrelated to neighborhood 

investment, but rather that this particular reaction to crime is not 

the component of the "crime problem" that is most directly discouraging 

t~ neighborhood invemtment. 
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Perceived Risk of Victimization in the Neighborhood 
and Neighborhood Investment Satisfaction for Home Owners 

B~verly 
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The "crime problem" is discoUl~aging to neighborhood investment 

when it changes the level of sa;isfaction people have with the safety 

and reputation of the neighborhood. The neighborho()d scores for invest~ 

11lent satisfaction as a function of the satisfactl,.t.. .\r:~ with safety scale are 

graPhed in Figure 13.2. The relationship oetween these two factors at 

the neighborhood level is quite strong • 

We learned in the last chapter that perception of risk, incivi~ity, 

and sometimes victimization are among the factors that affect satisfac'tion 

with the safety of the neighborhood. However, satisfaction with safety 

also included more general considerations about the present or future 

quality of the neighborhood. It is this questioning about the future of 

the area or the value of residing there because of crime that affects 

the level of investment satisfaction. In the remainder of this chapter~ 

we will examine in a more detailed way how this conclusion applies in 

Chicago neighborhood housing markets. 

White Owners and an OVerview of Other Results 

White home owners represent the single largest source of private 

investment in urban neighborhoods. Furthermo~e, their standards for 

evaluating neighborhoods tend to become those of other key actors in the 

urban development arena, including banks, city governme~t, and even home 

owners in other racial/ethnic groups. As we discussed in Chapter 1, one 

of the reasons for the deterioration of u~ban housing stock is that 

whites are leaving sa fast that housing prices decline because supply 

exceeds demand. 

In this section, we will study the determinanta of investment 
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('atisfaction with the Safety and Reputation of the 
;eighoorhood and Neighborhood Investment Satisfaction 
for Home Owners 

• White 

IS Black 

~ Hispanic 

Lincoln Park -

~ Beverly 

• Portage Park 

Hyde Park c:--~C09East 
• South Shore 

Back of the Yards 
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satisfaction for white home owners. We will do this two ways: first, 

oy pooling the data for white owners in all eight neighborhoods; then, 

by analyzing the responses of white owners within the three particular 

neighoorhoods where there are enough cases for a separate analysis--

Portage Park, Beverly, and East Side. As we discussed in Chap~er 11, 

there are some important conceptual and methodological differences between 

these two types of analysis. The pooled analysis aggregates several 

different environmental contexts, whereas the within-neighborhood 

analysis is a study of the more restricted range of circumstances in a 

particular context. In the present case, the first kind of analysis 

shows some of the factors that differentiate good and bad housing markets 

in the city. Within the specific neighborhoods, the focus is more on 

the preferences and experiences that make the area seem like a good rather 

than a bad place to make one's home. 

We begin the analysis by considering the effect of satisfaction 

with housing quality and neighborhood appearance on investment satis-

faction. Table 13.2 shows the relation between the quality/appearance 

scale and the investment satisfaction ~cale. For each race/ethnic group 

and iu every ueighborhood except Beverly, the s~ale of satisfaction with 

quality and appearance is one of the strongest predictors of investment 

satisfaction. 

One feature of Table 13.2 is that it standardizes for the 

reported level of satisfaction with appearance and ~uality, and then 

shows how lllUch investment satisfaction is "produced" at that level for 

each race/ ethnic group and for each neighborhood.. 'table 13.2 shows 

that ~ given level of satisfaction with quality/a~~aarance means more 
" 

investment satisfaction and presumably more willingness to invest 
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TABLE 13.2 

STANDARDIZED SCALE SCIORES FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION 
WITH HOUSI1NG QUALITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD APPl"'..ARANCE, AND IN\TESTMENT 
SATISFACTION FOR RACE/ETHNIC GROUPS POOLED AND BY NEIG1:lBORHOOD 

White "Owners Hispanic Black: Owners 

Satisfaction with Pooled Portage East Beverly OWners Pooled South Austin 

Quality/Appearance Park Side ..,!.ooled Shore 

-1 * * * * )'c .4 .3 -.4 
Low .0 .8 .9 .0 

0 1.6 1.5 1.5 
1 1.9 2.0 1.8 .6 1.2 1.5 .4 

2 2.3 2.4 2.0 1.1 1.6 2.1 .8 
2.0 2.7 1.1 

3 2.6 2.8 2.3 1.7 
3.3 2.6 2.2 * * * High 4 2.9 

* too few cases to predic~ ac~urately 

for whites than it does for blacks and HispanicS. Among those living in 

neighborhoods thc.\t rate a "3" on the quality/ appearance scale, for example, 

whites rate the investment opportunities 2.6, blacks rate investment 2.0, and 

Hispanics 1.7. The reason for this may be that each of the minority groups 

sees its own presence as 

generally lower incomes, 

a depressant on the future market or that, because of 

one cannot be confid~nt that other people will invest 

at levels sufficient to maintain neighborhoo~quality even if one does invest 

oneself. We will pursue aspects of these explanations in later parts.of this 

chapter. 

In the remainder of t.his section, we will examine the further correlates 

of investment satisfaction among white owners. Among the most important of these 

is a cluster of variables indicating experiences with and responses to crime. 

We noted in the discussion of Figure 13.2 that satisfaction with the 

safety and reputation of the neighborhood is a determinant of investment 

satisfaction when the analysiS is b~sed on a comparison of aggregate neighbor­

hood scores.. This continues to be true when individuals are compared pooling 
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over neighborhoods and a number of control variables are introduced. As 

with the earlier analysis, perceptions of risk, fear of crime, and other 

subjective reactions to cr1Jne do not affect investment satisfaction (apart 

from their indirect contribution because of their effect on satisfaction with 

safety). However, dissatisfaction with safety, avoiding public transportation 

becausEa of crime, and vandalism are all factors that lead white owners to be 

less certain that investment is worthwhile. The mode1e.d scale ~cores for 

t;he relations between each of these measures and investment satisfaction are 

shown below: 

Modeled scores for the t'.elation between t'.eactions to crime and 
investment satisfaction (White Owners) 

Satisfaction Low 0 1.9 Avoid Public No 2.4 Vandalism No 
with Safety 1 2.1 Transport Yes 2.1 Yes 
Sd21e Score 2 2 ... 3 

3 2.4 
High 4 2.6 

2.4 
1.9 

These modeled scores show that, in general, people's responses to crime make 

a great deal of difference in whether or not they ar~ satisfied with the 

opportunities for investment in their neighborhood. 

When we examine the responses of white owners in ~ach particular 

neighbor-hood, we find that only in certain areas do the crime measures further 

differentiate the population on the extent of investment satisfaction. 

Looking at the analysis within contexts, we find that victimization and 

responses to crime affect the investment satisfaction of white owners who 

live in neighborhoods that have a significant black population. Within 

Portage Park and East Side, there is ~o relation between victimization or any 

measure of reaction to crime and investment satisfaction. But in Beverly, 

there is a strong relation between satisfaction with safety and investment 
, 
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satisfaction, but primarily among those who believe the neighborhood ~. 

-racially unstable. The modeled data showing the effect of satisfa,ctj.on with 

, safety on, investment satisfaction for those Beverly residents who do and do 

not consider the neighborhood to be racially stable are shown below: 

Modeled scores for the effect of sa,tisfaction with safety and 
perception of racial stability on investment satisfaction 

(Beverly White Owners) 

Stable 

Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score 

No 
Yes 

2 
1.5 
3.2 

3 

3.6 

4 
3.2 
3.9 

From these results, we conclude that itl neighborhoods having no 

'black residents, victimization and responses to crime do not feed the fears 

of neighborhood change or deterioration that provide part of the justification 

for thinking that the neighborhood is unsatisfactory for investment. In 

Beverly, even though the white owners live in a predominantly middle class 

part of the neighborhood, the perception of unsatisfactory investment oppor­

tunities is linked to dissatisfaction with the level of safety ~f the home 

owner also believes the neighborhood is unstable. When fears for the future 

stability of the neighborhood become activated, dissatisfaction with safety 

becomes one of the prime motivating forces for disinvestment. 

Overall then, neighborhoods that are fearful or ~isky on each of our 

measures are less likely to stimulate enthusiasm for investment. In addition, 

there is a multiplier effect: in racially heterogeneous areas, people who 

are dissatisfied with safety are less likely to support neighborhood invest­

ment if they also believe the neighborhood is racially unstable. 
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One's perception of t:he racial situation in the neighborhood is, 

in general, an important factor influencing neighborhood investment 

satisfaction. Continuing the within-neighborhood analysis, we find that 

the perceived consequences of integration scale described in Chapter 11 

strong17 predicts investment satisfaction in Beverly, but not in Portage 

Park or East Side. This finding is explained by the fact that, unlike Por­

tage Park and East Side, Beverly has a substantial black population (15 

percent by our survey) and is becoming still more integrated. Those 

residents who see decline as inevitable with black in-~gration and who 

see that in-migration occurring express dissatisfaction with the invest-

ment potential of the neighborhood. In Portage Park, there are almost no 

minorities, and so the high level of threat from racial change and the 

medium to high le'l7el of investment satisfaction coexist as a state of mind. 

In East Side, there is a significant Hispanic population (8 percent by our 

survey), but virtually no black residents. The level of satisfaction with 

investment among white owners in East Side is strongly affected by the 

perception of racial stability, but not by the perceived consequences of 

black in~migration. 

So far we have concentrated on explaining the effects of racial 

perceptions within particular neighborhoods. When we step back and examine 

the pooled data for white owners, the perception of racial stability is one 

of the primary variabJ,es differentiating Chicago housing markets~ To fully 

~~lain its impact, however, we mUst begin with a discussion of how the 

pattern of housing and the quality of land use in a neighborhood ~ffect 

investment satisfaction. 

We have already noted the very strong relationship hetween satis-
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faction with neighborhood qua.J..!I;.c),,/appearance ,~nd investment satisfaction .• 

In addition to this relationship, there are several specific measures of 

quality of land use that directly affect investment attitudes. In the pre­

vious clUlpter, we found that the presence of visible signs of deterioration 

such as garbage or landlord neglect arouses anxiety about the neighborhood to 

such an extent that there is a lower level of satisfaction with the safety of 

the area. It is this way with investment satisfaction as well. Controlling 

for the general level of satisfaction with neighborhood appearance, there is 

still a significant relationship between problems with visible signs of deter­

ioration and lower investment satisfaction. Controlling for both of these 

measures, there is yet another very strong re1at:l.onship between there being 

a boarded-up building.on the block (measured by field observa~ion, not 

respondent report) and investment satisfaction. Those without a boarded-up 

building on the block are~ controlling for everything else, about 2 points 

higher on the 8-point investment satisfaction scale than those without this 

environmental flaw. 

It was necessary to discuss the effect of objective environmental 

pro'&lems on investment satis·faction before discussing the effect of the per­

ception of racial inst:abi1ity because the impact of these two variables is 

in some cases inter~~ed. The perception of racial instability changes the 

way that some environment~ features are interpreted. One ~~amp1e is the 

presence of p1ay1ots, alleys or other open space on the block. To some 

respondents, these seem to be en'llironmenta1 amenities, easing: the congestion 

of the block and allowing some ft'ee public space in which. to move~ To 

others, these spaces seem to be places where litter and garbs~ge can collect 

and places where people can 10ite:t'. Thus * the open spaces a're a .feature of 

the environment that can be inte~?reted in a threatening or in a non-
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threat(.!ning way. T,n.." hit t i 
I"IU.J.C n erpre at on is given to them depends on whether 

the neighborhood is perceived to be racially stable or unstable. 
Pooling 

the responses of all white owners, the open spaces a:re au amenity (in that 

they lead to higher investme~t satisfaction) f th h 
or ose w 0 see the neighbor-

hood as stable and a deterrent to investmen'/: for those who 
see it as chang-

ing. The pattern of adjusted scores is sho~~ ,,_ 
nu ~ the follOwing display: 

Modeled scores for the effer.t of open space and perception of 
racial stability on investment satisfaction (White Owners) 

Stable No 
Yes 

Open Space 
No ' Yes 

2.3 
2.3 

1.9 
2.6 

The perception of racial stability also affects the interpretation 

people give to certain characteristics of the mix of housing stock. Gener­

ally speaking, the types of bui1din2s on a block do not make much difference 

in peoples I views on inve~~tment satisfaction. The clues that people seize 

upon are apparently evenly distributed ovet' blocks that cClntain large apart­

ment buildings, single family homes and institutional buildings. There is, 

howe'V'er, one exception to this--the presence of 2'- to 6 . 
-unit flats in areas 

p~rceived to be racially unstable. As noted in Chap.ter 11, these flats are 

often of frame construction and therefore tend to look shabbier than sur-

lounding brick dwellings. In additi hi 
on, t s type of housing is often pur--

chased by extended ,family groups of incoming minor~ties--particularly Hispanics 

in Chicago. Pooling,all white Owtlers, those who are not anxious about the 

future of the neighborhood are unaffected by the presence of 2- to 6-flats. 

Those who see the neighborhood as unstabl~ are much less satisfied 
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with investment if their block includes this type of housing. This pattern 

is shown in the following d.isp1ay: 

Modeled scores for the effect of flats on the block and 
perception of racial stability on investment satisfaction 

(White Ov.'Ilers) 

Stable No 
Yes 

Presence of Flats 
No Yes 

2.4 
2.4 

1.8 
2.5 

Hispanic Owners 

There are fewer complicating factors to explain for Hispanics than 

for whites. We have already noted the very strong relation between satis­

faction with neighborhood housing quality/appearance and investment satis­

faction for this gro"p. The only other correlate of investment satisfaction 

among Hispanics is the presence of play10t~, alleys or other open space. The 

same ambiguity is attached to these neighborhood features as among white 

owners A The difference is that the positive or negative interpretation of 

the environment among Hispanics does not depend so much on the perception of 

racial st~Qility as it does on the experience of personal or family victimi­

zation. For those who have been victimized, the presence of open spaces 

decreases the level of satisfaction with investment. For these who have not 

been victimized 7 the open spaces are an amenity. The acljusted.scale scores 

a't'e shown in the following display: 

Modeled scores for the effect of victimization and open spaee 
on investment satisfaction (Hispat:1ic OWners) 

Victimization No 
Yes 

Open Space 
No Yes 

1.0 1.8 
1.4 -2.2 
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Black OWlfers 

Black owners, like the Hispanics and the whites, draw satisraction 

with investment opportunities from the q~ality of housing and appearance 

of the neighborhood. The difference, as we noted earlier, is that compared 

to whites, a given level of satisfaction with quality and appearance trans­

lates into a lower level of enthusiasm for neighborhood investment for 

blacks and Hispanics. There were few clues in the Hispanic data to help 

us interpret this finding. There are more c1ue\$ here and so we will turn 

our attention to this pr.oblem as we analyze the ~t"esponses of black home 

owners. 

~or whites and Hispanics, we round that playgrounds or other open 

spaces carried an ambivalent quality~ ~Vhether they were seen as positive 

or negative depended on the per~eption or racial stability for whites and 

victimization experiences for Hil;lpanics. For blacks, the open spaces are 

more unambiguously negative. Those home owners with such features on their 

block ~re less sanguine about investment. Moreover, those with such fea­

tures on their block have a. harder time translating satisfaction with safety 

into investment satisfaction. The modeled scale scores for this interaction 

are shown in the following display: 

Modeled scores for the effect of open spa~e and 
satisfaction with safety on investment satis£ac ... ~on 

(Black Owners) 

Open Space 

Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score 

No 
Yes 

-1 0 1 2 3 

.5 

.8 
.9 1.2 1.6 2.0 
.9 1.1 1.2 1.4 

One reason, then, for the l~wer level of black investment satisfac-
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tion compared to whites, controlling ,for judgments of neighborhood 

quality, is that certain neighborhood features that are sometimes seen 

as amenities by whites are not ordinarily interpreted as such in black 

neighborhoods. Rather, the open spaces are apparently seen as stations 

for litter and/or rowdy youth and so are discouraging to neighborhood 

iuvestnent. 

As for white owners, there is a strong relation between the per~ 

ceived consequences of integration scale and investment satisfaction among 

black owners. Black owners who believe that integration does not neces-

sarily mean lower neighborhood social status, higher crime, and lower pro-

perty values are almost as likely as whites who believe these things to 

have a very positive attitude toward neighborhood investment. Black owners 

who have a negative view of the consequences of integration are more nega-

tive on investment as well, and the drop in investment satisfaction for each 

point lower on the perceived consequences scale is greater for blacks than 

for whites. The modeled data showing this relationship for black owners, 

white owners, and wh~te owners in Beverly are presented in the following 

display: 

Model,ed scores showing the effect of perce.i.ved consequences 
of integration on investme.nt satisfaction 

(Black Owners, White Owners t l.everly mute Owners} 

Perceived Consequences 
of Integration Blai.~k White Beverly 
Scale Score Owners Owners White Ownen 

thr,eateuing -1 .6 2.2 
0 .9 2.2 2.9 
1 1.2 2.3 3.1 
2 1.5 2.4 3.3 

not thrlaateuing 3 1.8 2.5 3.5 
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The second reason for the lower level of investment satisfaction 

among black owners is that they have to worry about the consequences of 

the continued in-migration of their own racial group. We have already 

discusRed how the term "racial stability" takes on a connotation of social 

class stability when it is used by blacks. A black owne~ who does not 

view integration as threatening and who perceives the neighborhood as 

stable is thus more satisfied with th~ investment potential of the neigh-

borhood. Even so, blacks who perceive the neighborhood as stable and/or 

who are satisfied with the quality of the neighborhood are less enthusias-

tic about investment than are whites who hold these opinions. 

Finally, we find th9.!: black owners who feel that the neighborhood 

is a "real home" are more willing to invest in the neighborhood than those 

who do not, con'tro11ing for the quality of the neighborhood, both as re-

ported in the interview and as recorded by our observers. 

, 
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CONCLUSIONS 

By understanding the role that the perception of racial change 

plays in augmenting . the c~ns~quences o~ the fear of crime, one can begin to 

understand findings which are seemingly ano~lous or which have not yet 

been satisfactorily explained. For. example, most studies whi(',b. Mve attempted 

to, relate fear o,f crime to moving or investment decisions, to S2;"j' nothing 

of attitudes toward the ne.ighbor 0, ave een unsu • ho d h b ccessful This is surprising 

because fear of and concern about crime clearly is an important problem for 

Am .,. Thev worry 'about it even when rates do not seem very high; many er ..L.cans. 'J 

and they take precautions such as improving their locks, 'choosing safe 

houses and arming themselves with dogs and guns. But having taken these 

individual actions to protect themselves, they seem ,unwilling either to. 

support increased eJ..llenditure on policing or to radically alter their lives. 

One explanation for the limited impact of crime on·individuals· 

collective responses is provided by Skogan and Maxfield (l980) who argue 

that crime is a rare event. This by itself has never seemed satisfactory 

to us because of the high general levels of concern in society as evidenced 

in surveys; the debilitat1.ng effec.ts of crime on victims as deSCribed. by 

Silberman; and the fact that one third· of our households reported a victimization 

experience during the year preceding our survey. 

If we see fear-induced behaviors as linked to the perc,eption of 

racial change or its threat among whites and Hispanics (and t,f.) social class 

succession among middle class blacks), .these other findings start to fall 

. i seen as bringing with it a host of undesirabl~ into place. . Succession s 

• h . J.' s just· one, which lead 'to the undermining of attributes, of whic crJ.me 

neighborhood appearance and property values. At the same time, the threat of 

succession makes pe~ple more sensitive to the crime problem. 
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Just how this process works can be seen when we introduce our scale 

of the perceived consequences of integration. Those respondents who do not 

believe that integration brings crime and declining property values are less 

likely to see succession as imminent and, 0 tl. 
c nsequen y, more likely to be 

satisfied with the safety of their neighborhood. ~e obverse is apparent 

in our two ~on-integrated neighborhoods. Many of the ~esidents there do 

believe that integration brings crime and declining 'property values. 
Yet 

they're ~ot worried about crime intheir'neighborboods, and they are gOing 

to keep integration from happening • 

The belief that integrat;t.at! ttJes not necessaril.f lead to decline 

has many consequences, some of I,;1hie:h: .ate easily eroded. For example" the 

perception of racial instability i~ greater among those, who believe that 

negative consequences do not necessarily follow from integration when they' 

have been the victim of a crime. The long history of racial fears and the 

empirical regularity of succession provide a soil in which the victimization 

experience reawakens traditional fears. 

One sees this set of issues played out in the . 
communJ.ty organizations 

we have observed as well as in our respondents' assessments of neighborhood. 

investment potentiai. For example, there is substantial evidence that c.ommunity 

organizations created solely to fight crime have neither long lives nor much 

success recruiting members. Fear of crime per se is not a motivator to 

long-term collective action. However, previous findings have suggested that 

community organizations which have multiple goals, of which crime control 

is one, are more likely to be successful • . 
MOst of the community organizations we have considered arose in 

response to impending or actual racial change. Very quickly, these organizations 

develop three agenda items. The first is to deal with the real estate market. 

In this package are urban renetval; anti-pat!ic peddling; and efforts both to 
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sell the neighborhood and to maintain a flow of investment funds. Second is 

to do something about the schools. This is especially true in areas 

which are traditional nuclear family areas. The third is an anti-crime 

packa,ge which includes building ties with the police department; encouraging 

the reporting of crimes; establishing ynuth programs; and promoting ~itizen 

crime prevention activities such as safe houses, beat representatives, and 

whistle stop. Involvement in the real estate and investment markets is 

high up on evet:y group T s list. There is more variation in the other two 

pt'o~l:'ams, but, in sup'port of our general findings, it is our impression that 

anti-crime activities are more pronounced where fear of succession is also 

more p/ronounced. OVerarching these three agenda items in those neighborhoods 

that have been able to sustain market demand in the face of bla~ in-migration 

is the self-conscious promotion of the virtues of int~gration. 

Although our data are not unambiguous in t;~ese ma~ters, we oelieve 

that the perceived linkage between race and crime can belp to explain other 

findings as well. For example, there is the matter of p1ay10ts, and other open 

spaces. They'can be either an amenity or a disamenity, depending on a range 

~f circumstances. White owners are less likely to pe~ceive their neighborhood 

as stable if they live on a block with such open spaces. Those renters in 

Lincoln Park who are sa~isfied with the safety of the area are more likely to 

perceive their neighborhood as stable if they 1ive'on blocks with open spaces 

than those who are iess satisfied with safety. Play10ts and s:Lm1.1ar spaces 

a1=e the areas in which minorities or representatives of the underclass are 

mc)st visible, and we believe that it is their presence which is influencing 

perceptions .~ 

Another important f:f.nding is the impact that "People who say insulting 

things 01.' bother people as they walk down the street" has on both perception 

of risk and satis,faction with safety. This is part of a class of behaviors 
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which has 'BIeen defined as "incivility" by the Northweate~n Reactions to Crime 

project. "Incivility" is a useful and evocative conce~t; however, a concept 

is not an explanation. In our neighborhoods where the relationship is 

~trongest, those people who stand on the street are most likely to be minority 

race members. Even in Beverly, where the relationship is not as strong as 

elsewhere, the main shopping strip 'is hardlY',utilized at all by whites, 

although they live in the houses directly behind the strip in both directions. 

The point is that' the people who stand on the" street arouse fear in others 

because they serve as a reminder that the underclass is encroaching upon the 

area. Among our black middle class respondents, this group is known as 

"the element", the "welfare crowd" and the "no-accounts." 

The perceptual linkage between crime and racial'change is a subtle 

one and we have tried to trace some of its variations. For example, middle 

class whites in integrated neighborhoods are less likely to make the 

connection than are working class whites in either integrated neighborhoods or 

ones where blacks are on the border. We do not think in this case thllt crime 

is a code word for race as has frequently been charged. Fears of cri'me and 

fea:rs of racial change work differently in. our analyses. Nonethelessl, 

concern about racial change is linked to concern about crime among wllites. 

In a city like Chicago, with a substantial minority population and a sharply 

drawn history of rapid neighborhood change, the fears of instability are 

quite pervasive. How fear of crime and·its behavioral and attitudinal 

responses work in suburban areas with growing crime rates, but no minorities 

naarby is a question for future research. 
: 

There are aspects of our findings which should be underscored. First. 

crime, by itself, is not a deterrent to community economic growth. Lincoln, 

Park and Hyde Park/Kenwood each have demonstrated economic growth with both 

high crime rates and the perception of relatively high risk among their 

residents. South Shore may also be able ~o develop in the face of high crime. 
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The point is that satisfaction with neighborhood safety is a global concept 

which is linked to general satisfaction with community life. One can p,er-

ceive high crime'in one's co~nity and be fearful of it and still discount 

it because other aspects of the neighborhood are compensatorily rewarding. 

This is one reason why fears of succession relate both to crime and to negative 

attitudes toward investment. The assumption is that other aspects of community 

life will also be eroded. 

SecoD.d, despite reams of literature to the contrary, dense internal 

community organization is not, by itself, protection for the community 

against those consequences of crime which will lead to reduced'demand and 

subsequent deterioration. Back of the Yards has been 'densely prganized by 

the Back of tb..e Yards Council and rich networks of church related activity. 
~ 

Yet, it deteriorates rapidly. Conversely, Lincoln Park residents are optimistic 

about their community and its future in the face of little community-based 

social organization and the least neighborly··based social activity of any of 

our communities. 

Third, racial succession is not inevitable once blacks move into the 

community. Lincoln Park, Hyde Park/Kenwood, and Beverly all look as if they 

will remain stable cOmmnuLtties. However, the residues of racially-based 

concerns we have talked about above require massive effo~~s by concerned 

corporate actors with substantial resources and close ties to government. It 

is true that there is a substantial number of urban middle class residents 

who no longer believe that decline is inevitable with changt,\. But the p'resence 

of blacks coincident with high crime rates stacks the deck against these 

residents acting on their bel::'efs.. The forces generating soft markets in 

such settings are so widely spread that there i2 more to do than indiViduals 

can do by themselves. As far back as 1952, Morris Janowitz identified 

urban communities as communities of "limited liability". Perhaps communities 
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i 

\ I 

t 
1\ 

4 

I 

~ 

~ 
I 

II 
I 
I 
II 

j 

! 

I 
J 

J 

I 
I 
I 

II 
I' 

~ 
II 

\1 

I 

.-.~ ... -,,',,"----

0" » 
,~-.. 

( 1 

f> ! !! 
-.:-

-279-

of limited commitment might be more appropriate, The costs for a white or 

a black middle class home owner taking a chance that all of his neighbors 

will act in concert and agree not to move, and that outsiders .looking for 

housing will not be deterred by the presence of minorities are rather high. 

And it does not, under these circumstances, take many home owners or realtors 

to begin the actions which lead to soft markets. The difference in the conse-

quencesof five houses for ten purchasers and ten houses for five purchasers 

is dramatic indeed. In these settings, it is only those corporate actors 

with massive sunk investments and the availability of full-time employees 

who can take the lead. T~e University of Chicago in Hyde Park/Kenwuod, 

DePaul University and several large banks and hospitals in Lincoln Park, and 

the Beverly Bank and the developers of Evergrea~ Plaza in Beverly have all 
. 

played substantial roles in the lives of their communities. In Lincoln 

Park and Hyde Park!:(!i;.;lwood, they were able to provide large investments of 

their o~~ as well as to generate urban renewal projects. Community organiza-

tions in all three communities promoted high quality city services, discouraged 

shoddy real estate practices, and organized both close ties to the police 

and commuid.ty anti-crime prc,lgrams. , 
The importance of a full-time paid professional staff in these 

organizations can not be overestimated. Because of the limited commitment 

that individual residents have (this includes the lack of time), paid staff 

in these organization~ provide the scaffolding around whi~h individuals 

can develop their participation. This is not to minimize the importance of 

other groups. Churches, for example, have been instrumental in most of our 

communities in ·generating organizational activity, and Hyde Park/Kenwood and 

Beverly ha..ve active citizens. But the job of maintaining community morale in 

the face of an array of erosive forces is full-time and requires professional 

skills. Even full-time organizations without substantial resources and "clout" 
, 
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are not very effective •. Back of the Yards, Austin and South Shore during 

its period of decline have had a great deal of organizational act~vity 

without resourc~s. South Shore's efforts at stabilization have begun to show 

success only since its bank made the commitment to participate. 

Finally, we SllOuld refer to the issue of external amenities. The 

reader may recall that we suggested that they ~r\l'ere :i.mportant it!. helping to 

determine the level of demand which could be maitttained in these ,neighborhoods. 

What we did not realize was the extent to which the peculiar nexus of ~ace 

and crime determined the shape of amenities. We have already discussed open 

spaces in this. regard. Similarly, the housing defined as "old" in Austin is 

perceived as charming directly across the 'street in the suburb of Oak Park. 

In addition, some of the frame houses now being rehabilitated in Lincoln 
, 

Park l'Jok very much like those in Back of the Yards or other sections of 

Austin. 

What seems to be the case is that once development patte~s are set, 

in motion, many other forces come into pl.ay redefining the past and generating 

new, increasingly positive meanings for physicsl features. When deterioration 

sets in, the opposite ~s more nearly true. One dramatic illustration of 

this is the simple act of a real estate agent calling a resident to ask if 

his house is for sale. In a declining neighborhood, this is defined as 

panic peddling or block busting. In a ~eighborhood which is showing economic 

growth, it is development, enterprise and revitalization. 

Implications for Policy 

Findings such as ours are not always easily convertible into doable 

policy recommendations. That a large minority underclass exacerbates fear 

of crime among both whites and middle class blacks is not surprising. 

Recommendations (which, in fact, we support) to reduce its size by providing 

training and jobs for the poor have been made. HO~-1ever, the magnitude of 
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the problem seems to preclude anything reasonable in scope at the vresent 

ti~e. Si~larly, it seems simplistic in 1981 to promote the virtues of racial 

integration and to deplore the harmful effects of prejudice, As we have seen, 

skillful commu~ity organi,'Zlations do that for their own communiti~st More~ 

clearly, should. However, gi'Ven the nature of housing markets and the pro .... 

clivities of the real estate industry, the decision to integrate often leads 

to disproportionate numbers of minority home seekers in the housing market, 

This, results itl resegregacion as whites flee and new white home seekers 

choose not to enter these particular markets. The ultimate consequence is 

the soft housing markets we discussed in Chapter 1, ' 

Efforts to maintain stable real estate markets in the precarious 

uroan settings we have described often go unrewarded, Sometimes to the 

extent that they succeed, the participants are accused o~ gentrif~gl and, 

consequently, unhousing the poor, Even in Austin, whic~ is so deteriorated 

that one would think. any effort to upgrade housing stock would meet with. 

approval, a &ix-square' block area which is undergoing gentr~f1cation is 

being oitterly attacked by the ·~community organizationn in the surrounding 

area for that 'Very reason. Austin Village lies at the center of a high. 

crime area, but oecause of the bp~sing bargains and the potentially attractive 

old late Victorian houses, has been able to generate a market for itself 

through creative entrepreneurship. 

There are, however, recommendations which can be made within a more 

limited framework~ The first concerns visible crime prevention activity~ 

At present, policing efforts are determined primarily by levels of demand 

whic~ are usually defined as either calls or crimes. Similarly, efforts 

at para-policing, beat representative programs, safe homes~ w~stle stop 

and or~qnized youth activity are called into play only when a community is 
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threatened by crime Cor racial change). Our data suggest that this array of 

activity may be most. important in low crime areas in which movement of 

minorities is likely to occur. For it is precisely at this time that residents' 

sense of security must be developed if crime is not to become linked ~th 

racial fears, driving individuals away and softening the housing market. 

At the same time, effol::ts that at'e racially sens:i.tiv1e, such as "salt and 

peppertr police teams, ~.nter-rac:1.al sporting activit:f..es for youth, . and 

community-based organiz:ations for adults become of primary importance. This 

is not a time to pretel1.d that one is color blind. It is the self-cOtlScious 

attempt to link the sta.ble. elements of both races which will help to reduce 

the fears associated m.th race and crime. 

Second, we have. seen the way open spaces work to increase fear in 

• unstable communities.' Efforts to upgrade by Zhe construction of small parks 

and the like should not be encouraged unless they bear adequate signs of trouble 

prevention such as security guards. 

Third, the importance of maintaining Clit:y services in marginal areas 

cannot be overestimated. As we have s~eD;, the prt\lsence of litter, both of 

the small and large variety, increas~s feel1ngs of insecurity and decreases 

satisfactiouwith safety. 

-In. the same vein, we have seen that boarded-up end abandoned houses 

also have profoundly negative consequences for how peopl~ view their safety. 

The department of Housing and Urban Development is particularly deplorable 

in this ~r:egard. It is interesting to note that the vacant space which results 

from housing being torn down also has negative consequences for the block on 

which'it is located. Efforts to get such houses back into the market rather 

that demolish them appear to be called. for • 
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The fact that crim~ by itself is not enough to deter economic develop-

ment nor enough to motivete people for continuous collective effort sug(ests 

tbat community crime prevention activities should be connected to organizations 

which exist for a broad range of community protection purposes. However, 

our observations suggest that it is unreasonable to expect effective community 

organizations to be staffed'~~clusively with volunteers, or even to be paid 

for by the community's residents. As we have seen, successful community 

organizations have levels of funding which are beyond what local citizens 

can or will provide. One response to this di~cove~ is to suggest that citi­

zens get what they deserve. However, we have seen that where a well-paid 

staff is at the core of organizati.ona:l ac~~ivity, substantial citizen parti­

cipation is po~sible. 

Part of the responsibilj.ty of that core organization is to demonstrate 

that their effort!'; have a chance to bear fruit and that citizens who parti­

cipate will not be left with little to show for their efforts. Communities 

face the classical problem of aggregating their activities in mutually 

productive ways. It is too easy for just a few to undermine the efforts 

01 the many. The ongoing efforts of strong staffing may help to mitigate the 

fears of those who are certain they have been abandoned. 

In sbort, one is involved in a program of building community con~ 

fidence. And communities find it difficult to do this by themselves. Real 

evidence that their public officials are involved in the process with them~ 

this includes the police and other elements of the criminal justice system-­

helps 1,n this process. High .crime rates can easily be connected in people's 

~inds with the broader sources of neighborhoo~ deterioration; when this happens f 

it is ~ot easy to reverse the pattern without massive resources • 
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Future Research Activity 

Having demonstr~ted that crime by itself seems not to be nearly 
'. 

as important in destroying neighborhood confidence as the nexus between 

crime, race, and cl~ss in the city) we are faced with ~he question about how 

all this works in a range of suburban settings. The data all point to the 

fact that crime in the suburbs is a problem of increasing importance. This 

is not so surprising in those suburbs which are older and adjacent to the 

city. There are already data available to illustrate both that their crime 

rates are going up and that they are also underg?ing deterioration in patterns 

similar to those we have described. The question is, what impact does crime 

have on individuals in those suburbs which are in 'varying degrees homogeneous1 

How in tho~e settings do'citizens perceive and respond to increased crime rates? 

What impact does this response have on neighborhood commitment and investment 

activity? Does fear of minorities enter into this picture at all? And 

what does it do to housing markets? These are important questions as crime 

becomes an ever more pervasive problem in society. Increas~gly, it is ~ot 

enough to think of cities alone as sources of problems of crime. Bow crime 

impacts on suburban neighborhoods and what residents will do about it is 

an important question for the near future,. 
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'NORC 5098 
Jsnq 1979 

CHICAGO NEIGHBORHOODS 

SCREENER (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Mala Head ••••••• •• '1 

Female Head ••••••• 2 
One Head HH Ocly • • 3 

case completed ?y: 

Interviewer Name 
[I [ [::,[1 
Interviewer ID1 

RECORD OF CALLS 
Inc .. I!'YI .... " 
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CONFIDENTIAL -2- Survey. 5098 
Telephone Screener. 
January, 1979 

NATIONAL OPINION lmSEARCH CENTER 
University of alicago 

1. Rello, I'm (YOUR NAME) frclI:l the Nationat Opinion Research Center at the University of 
Chicago. W'! are doing a scientific stuliy of how people feel about the neighborhood 
they live i'~. Have I reached (VERIFY NUMBER DIALED)? 

2. Is this a household or business number? 

Yes •••• (GO TO 2) ••••••••••• 1 

No ••• (THANK INF & REDIAL) •• 2 

Household ••• (GO TO 3) ••••••• 1 

Busines s (TIIANK INF '& TERMINATE) 2 

Other •• (SPECIFY & TERMINATE) 3 

3. We would like to assure you that any information or Opl.n10nS that you give us about 
your neighborhood will be strictly confidential;' however, we would like ~() talk ooly 
with people who live in certain areas. 

IF HOUSEHOLD ADDRESS IS KNOWN, ASK A: 

A. Is your residence in the (l!TJMBER) block of (NAME OF STREET)? 

Yes •••• (GO TO 4) ............ 
No •••••• (ASK B) ............ 

IF HOUSEHOLD ADDRESS IS NOT KNOWN, ASK B: 

B. Please tell me on which street you live. STREET 

On which block is that? NUMBER 

1 

2 

And is that north, south, east or west? CIRCLE ONE: N SEW 

I have to check my map to see if your residence is in the area in whicp we are 
conducting our study. I'll just be a moment. 

thank you for waiting. 

IF RESIDENCE IS WITHIN~HBORHOODz GO TO 4. 

IF RESIDENCE IS ON BOUNDARY STREET: 

Your residence falls on the boundary of one of the areas we are interested in. 
Does your house number end in an odd number or an even number? 

Within area .... (GO TO 4) . .... 1 

Outside area • (READ BELOW) ••• 2 

rF RESIDENCE IS OUTSIDE OF NEIGHBORHOO~: 

: ':: sorry. 'lour residence falls outside the boundaries of the areas weare 
:;:;-:::1~"g. 7'nank Yr)tJ very much for your time and cooperation. Goodbye. 
::::,:::? ,jZ5PIjS! ~ r(IN ON CALL RECORD. 

" 

.. 

, 
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C. 

4. I would like to speak with the (SEr~CTED R on label) bead of your household. 

(I 

(: 

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX. 

IFINFORMAN'r IS SELECTED HEAD, OR ONLY HEAD GO 'IO QUESTIONNAIRE. • •• c:J 
B. IF SELECTED HEAD OR ONLY HEAD Ca-mS TO' PHONE, GO TO Q. 5. •••••••• 0 

C. IF SELECTED HEAD REFUSES/UNAVAILABLE OR IS NOT 
AT HOME, ASK: May I speak with the (male head/female head) 
of this household? 

IF INFORMANT IS OTHER HEAD, GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE ••••••• ~ ••••••••••• 

IF OTHER HEAD COMES TO PHOBE, GO TO Q. 5 •••••••••••••• 41 ••••••••••• 

IF NEITHER SELECTED HEAD NOR OTHER HEAD IS HOME, ASK: 
When would be the best time for me to call (MALE/FEMALE BEAD)? 
May I please have his/her name? 

ENTER TIME TO CALL BACK, NAME AND OTHER INFORMATION BELOW AND IN 
nCOMME~tl'SIi COLUMN OF CALL RECORD. • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

FOR CALLBACK/APPOIN!MENT enter . . . 
Day .AM _____ PH Date Time 

NAME: 

THANK INFORMANT AND SAY YOU WILL CALL BACK. 

D. IF THERE IS NO HEAD OR MORE THAN TWO HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD, ASK: 
May I speak to the person in whose name this telephone is listed 
with the phone company? 

IF INFORMANT, GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE. ................................ 
IF SOMEONE ELSE COMES TO PHONE, GO TO Q. 5. . ..................... . 
IF PERSON IN W1l0SE NAME TELEPHONE IS LISTED IS NOT HOME, 
INTERVIEW ANY ADULT IN HOUSEHOLD WHO IS 18 YEARS OLD OR OLDER. 

o 
o 

D 

o 
o 

------------------------------------------------------------------.-----------
5. Hello, T'm (YOIIR NAMF.) f:'rnm rh". r-l-"lc;nna! 0rin.int' RellAq,.,.h t.::ente!:' at: the University 

of Chicago. We are doing a scientific study of how people feel about the neighbor­
hood they 1 i ve tn. GO TO QUESTIONNA rR~:. 

'l I 

~ __ ) ______ ~ ____________________ ._~..o__ _____________________________________ ___ 

!I 
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II 
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·REFtJSAL/BREAKOFF REPORT 

1. 

2. 

Why were you unable to complete the 
interview? (90DE ONE) 

Refusal. 

Breakoff 
................. 

• • • •••••• to ........ . 

Who refused? 

Male head 

Female head 
. ......... , ... . 
............ , 

Other (SPECIFY~ 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 
Don't know identity..... 4 

3. Which document was refused? 
Screener ................ 1 
Questionnaire ••••••••••• 2 

---------------------------~ 
4. At what point did refusal/breakoff 

c~ccurT 

IntrOduction •••••••••••• 

During Screener ......... 
(SPECIFY Q. NUMBER 

-----------------) During Questionnaire 

(SPECIFY Q. NUMBER 
.... 

--------) 

1 

2 

3 

5. What reasons were giVen for 
refusal/breakoff? (RECORD 
VERBATIM, THE~r CIRCLE ALL THAT 
APPLY.) 

Too busy ••••••• 
Dloesn 't like 

surveys •••••• 

Negativ,., reaction 
,to Q. 1ft ••• -Not interested •• 

1 

2 

3 

4 
Concerned about 

confidentiality 5 

No reason given, 
hung up ••••••• 6 

Other • • • • • • •• •• 7 

. 6. H~w did you answer the reasons giVen for refusal/breakoff? 

~----------~-------------------------------~/ :'JR OFnC~ USE ONLY: 

~as :onversion attempt made? Yes 0 No 0 
.: . ~S: What is final disposition code? 

L._'I_l 
, 
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BEGIN DECK 01 

Survey 5098 
February 1979 

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER 
University of Ch~cago 

CHICAGO NEIG~ORROOD SURVEY 

5 BEVERLY~] 

Case Number: 0-\ 
Sequenc:e No.: I I [ 5 ] OJ -\ 

II 
I J 

IF MORE THAN ONE TELEPHONE NUMBER (PAGE 31) CHECK HERE: 0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

OFFICE USE ONI..Y 

Oh'E HEAD HH: - Male ....................... . 

Feraale ! ..... · .............. . 

'!WO HEADED HH: 
Selected Male •••.•.••••••. 

Selected Female ••••••••••• 

Other Male •••••••••• , ••••• 

Other. Female •••••••••••.•• 

MULTI-HEADED HH: 
Ma Ie ••..•••..•.• . ' .....••.• 

Fema Ie ................... . 

(I 
,I. 

" 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

~.",,~:L,. ~--"~,~: .... ..,,-7~~"'"' ... ~ 

.~ 

01-05/ 

07-14/ 

15/ 

.-

-.-. -. ----. -~-

I 
f 

I 

f 

i 

. \ 

1 
I 

I 

o 
lB. IF NAME ON WEL 

1 Poreale Puk 

Z l'J.I1colll Puk 

3 Auscia 

. 
"_~To~ ~ .~." .... ,. , • .-.-_ ._ ..... _,,~ 

-2- DECK 01 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PERSONS :roT FAMILIAR IiITli CORRECT NEIGHlIOlUtOOD NAME (Q. LA) 

IS: 

Jeffe:-soll Pule }~(JEFF!RSOIf PAU ec.c.) is a very lara. area ill Chicago, buc...., 
North.al: Siele ' .. I 

t~------------------------------~ 
AIlythu8 e1.'l. .... We' n (juac) studyillg the uea fralll Narrllgau:setc 011 cbe wese 
or no I1&M - to Cicero all the eaaC, alld fio .... Moatroa. 011 tae aorth to aellllQnt 

OIl the south. Some 'people h.ve c;alled this Poreage Park, and 
lIe'd like to ~e thb !WIllI occadOl..:ally duritlg che intarview. 

Sheffield ___ +_ Pad: Ilut } 
Wriahtvood ~ (PARK WS'r, ace.) u just a parc of the area we're illcarested 
Old l'c.va in·t 
.Anythi:lS else ~ lie '~e studying the ';are. hOIll Diversey Parltwa}' 011 the aorch, 
01' M a.. ___. co North AVltnue all the south, aad frOIll Aahlaad Avenue co cae 

lake. SOIIl8 people have called cais'Lincoln Park, and we'd 
like to lI.e thb a.a:. occasioaally 'du~i.llg the iaterview. .. 

~~_~rv--W<I'n sCudyiag the .u.a on the far IlIISC side of Chicago which 
'0111& peo~le have called Austin.' We'd like to use this name 
occaaionally during cae incarview. 

Anycaing __ --r,..-- We're studying the area frOll 47 ch S tree t to G.arfie1.d B 1 vel. , 
01:' no ~; ... - md frO'lll lies tern Avenue on the IlIIst to Halsced oa tae eaac. 

SOlIe peop la have c.a lled this Back 0 f the Yards, aud 1lII' e! like 
to use this a.ame occa.ioul1y e!u:-in; the interviaw. 

-------------------------------.---=~~ .. ----------------------------------------------------------------
3 aeve:-l,. 

6 

i Soueh Shore 

o\nyth:l.al or: ,... Ioje'n scudyi.al cae area frOll 87th Straet to l07th ,Street west 
110 aaa _.-:.:..----r- of th~ railroad cracu. SOIIl8 people have called this Beverly, 

and we'e! like to use this aame occa.iaaall! duriag tbe iaterview. 

ltanwclil -----.;)opo- lCe\lWQod i.s jusc part of cae area we're il1cerestaQ in'---r 

AUythinS alse lIe're scJdyiag the are. 'frOlll 47th Street to 60th Stnec, and 
or 110 ~ _----..?"'"- frOIll CQctaga Grove to the blee. Sou people have called chis 

Eyde Park-ltaavood, and we'd like co use this aame occasioa;alLy 
durills the iaceni.ew. 

AIlythl.llgo ::.C'=-_--,...~. W. 'ra studying cae ;ara. frO'lll 67 til Scre. e to 83 rei S trlle c, anci 
110 name -- froa Stony tll.ad to the lalce. Some people havlI called this 

South Shora, alld we'd like to use cais aame occasiaaally durillg 
cae intarview. 

;:y:::, -=-- __ -,..-. ~~\=:~~i~:v~:a~I:: ~~~:\:::: ;~:!,O!Il~:e7:l~! !~v:~~ 
chis aame occasioaally during the iaterview. 
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What is the name of your neighborhood? (PROBE: Some neighborhoods in Chicago 
have names such as Rogers Park or Englewood; what is the name of your neighborhood?) 

(RECORD NAME VERBATIM; IF NAME MATCPl':S NAME ON COVER OF QUESTIONNAIRE, GO TO Q. 2) 

A. Some people have called your neighborhood (NAME ON COVER). 
heard this name used to describe your neighborhood? 

Yes II ••••••••••• ••••••• e 

16-17/ 

Have you ever 

18/ 

.~~--------------------------- No ......... II ••• II 

(GO TO Q. 2) 

(ASK .B, p. 2) 

1 

2 

c 

2. In what year did you move into (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER)? 

RECORD YEAR: 19 IT] (IF R MOVED IN BEFORE 1974, 
SKIP TO Q. 4) 19-20/ 

Lived here all my life (SKIP TO Q. 4) •• 85 

3. I'!4 going to read a list of things some people think about when chuosing a neighbor­
hood to live in. Think back to when you first moved into (NAME,ON COVER). How 
important was each of tnese in your decision to move into ~he neighborhood. First, 
the quality of public schools--was that very important, somewhat important, or 
not important? CIRCLE ONE CODE IN EACH LINE. 

A. 
B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

a. 
H. 

I. 

J. 

The quality of public schools 

The general appearance of the s~reets, 
grounds, and buildings in the area 

The reputation of the neighborhood 

The availability of convenient shopping 

The safety of the neighborhood 

The convenience of the neighborhood 
to place of emplOyment 
The availability of public 
transportation 
The likelihood that property 
values will go up 

Having neighbt.l'.i:s mostly of your own race 

Good quality housing fo~ the money 

.. 

Very 
impor-
tant 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Some- Not what Don't 
imp or- imp or- know 
tant tant 

2 3 8 21/ 

2 3 8 22/ 

2 3 8 23/ 

2 3 8 24/ 

2 3 8 25/ 

2 3 8 26/ 

2 3 8 27/ 

2 8 28/· 

2 3 8 29/ 

2 3 R .30/ 

./ 

I 

! 
'I 

II 
I 

4. 

() 

5. 

-4- DECK 01 

We:d like to kno~ how satisfied you are right ~ with various things in your 
nel.ghborhood: Fust, the quality of public schocHs. Are you very satisfied 
somewhat satl.sfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? CIRCLE ONE' CODE 
ON EACH tINE. 

A. The quality of public 
. schools 

B. The general appearance of 
the streets, grounds, and 
buildings in the a~~a 

C. The reputation of your 
neighborhood 

D. The availability of 
convenient shopping 

E. The way property values 
are going' 

F. The safety of the 
neighborhood 

G. The convenience of the 
neighborhood to place of 
emplOyment 

H. The availability of 
public transportation 

I. The racial make-up of the, 
neighborhood 

J. The quality of housing 
for thl! money 

Very 
satis-
fied 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Somewhat 
satis-
fied 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Somewhat Very Don't dissatis- dissatis-
fied fied know 

3 4 8 31/ . 

3 4 8 32/ 

3 4 8 33/ 

3 4 8 34/ 

3 4 8 35/ 

3 4 8 36/ 

3 4 8 37/ 

:3 4 8 38/ 

3 4 8 39/ 

3 4 8 40/ 

On the whole, are you very satisfied with your neighborhood, somewhat satisfied, 
somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? 

n 
'J 

Very satisfied II ....... . 1 

Somewhat satisfied 2 

Somewhat dissatisfied 3 

Very dissatisfied 

Don't know II • II •• " II Q ..... II 

'. 

4 

8 

41/ 

, 
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How likely is it that you might move out of (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER) within the 
, next year? Will you definitely move, probably move, is there a fifty-fifty chance 

of moving, will 'you probably not move, or will you definitely not move? 

Definitely move •••••..••.•••.••••••••• 

Probab 1y move ............................... CII .... ...... .. 

Fifty-fifty chance •••••••••••••••••••• 

Probably not move 

Definitely not move 

................ '" ............. . 
~ ................................ .. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

42/ 

7. Overall, in the past two years, ~ould you say your neighborhood has become a better 
place to live, has gotten worse, or is it about the same as it used to be? 

Better .................................. 
Worse ................................... 
.About the same ............................ 
Don't know ............................... 

1 

2 

3 

8 

43/ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
( 8. 

9. 

10. 

All things considered, what do you think the neighborhood will be like two years 
from now? will it be a better place to live, will it ~ave gotten worse, or will 
it be about the same as it is now? 

Better 

Worse 

................................. 
........................................ 

.About the same 

Don't know .......................... 

1 

2 

3 

S 

44/ 

Some people feel their neighborhood is a real home to ~hem, a place where they 
have roots. Other people think of their neighborhood as just a place where they 
happen to be living. Which one of those comes closest to the way you consider 
your neighborhood? 

Real home ............................... " .... 1 

Jus t place to live ................... 2 

Suppose a family had saved its money and was thinking about buying a house in 
you'r neighborhood. In your opinion, would they be making a good financial 
investment, or would they be better off investing their money in another 
neighborhood? 

Good investment ....................... 
Better off in another neighborhood 

Don't know ............................ 

.-

2 

8 

45/ 

46/ 

o 11. 

( ) 

.. I 

-6-

I'm going to read a list of things that are sometl.'mes bl ' pro ems 1n neighborhoods. 
Please tell me if they are a big problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a 
problem at all to you in your neighborhood. 

a) Noisy neighbors; people who play loud music, 
have late parties, or have noisy quarrels 

b) Dogs barking loudly or relieving 
themselves near your home 

c) People not d~~posi~g of garbage properly 
or leaving 11tt~r around the area 

d) Poor maintenance of property 
and lawns 

e) People who say inslllting things or bother 
people as they walk down the streel: 

f) Landlords who dorl't care about what 
happens to the neighborhood 

g) Purse 'snatching and other street 
crimes 

h} Presence of drugs and drug 
users 

j) 

Abandoned houses or ather empty 
buildings 

Vacant lots filled with trash and 
junk 

n'\ 

" 

Big Somewhat problem 
(ASK A) problem 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

-

Not a. 
problem 

47/ 
3 

57/ 
J 

67/ 
3 

09/ 
3 

3' 
19/ 

29/-
3 

38/ 
3 

47/ 
3 

56'/' 
3 

65/ 
3 

-

I 
If 
I 
i 
Ii 
! 
I, 
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FOR EACH BIG PROBLEM MENTIONED IN g. 11, ASK: 
A. Now I'm going to read you a list of what people might do when faced with such prob­

lems. Some people take no action at all. Others may talk directly to t:he nei~hboj~ 
involved, or get together with other neighbors to try to solve the problem, or call 

--------~>_.. the police, or call their alderman or precinct captain, or call a city agency, or 
do something ~lse. First (READ FIr~T BIG PROBLEM). I Have you ever taken any 
action to try to solve the problem? IF YES, WD ACR.OSS OTHER HEADINGS rei ROW. 
CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH. IF NO, GO ON TO NEXT BIG PROBLEM. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) ( 6) (7) 

Taken any action Talked directly Gotten together Called the Called your Called a Taken some 
to try to solve with neighbor with other neigh- police alderman or city other 
this problem? involved bors to try to precinct agency action* 

solve the problem captain 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No - 53/ 54/ 481 49/ 501 511 521 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

*Other (SPECIFY) 55-561 

581 59! ! 60/\ ~11 I ~21 I 63~ I 64/ 
1 2 1 2 I 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 . 

.. *Other (SPECIFY) 6~:661 -
2
691 I 70/

1 
~11 I (. 681 721\ iJI /4/ 

1 2 1 1. 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 
B GIN DECK 02 

*Other (SPECIFY) 07-08/ 

101 2111 I 12/1 ~3/1 . i41 11 15~1 161 
1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 

*Other (SPECIFY) 17-181 

201 2211 I 22/1 ~3/1 24/1- 25~1 261 
1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

*Other (SPECIFY) 27-28/ . ""-

301 
NOT APPLICABLE I 31/

1 

321 I i3/
\ 34~1 351 

1 2 1 2 1 2 ., 1 1 1 2 

70ther (SPECIFY) 36-371 

391 
NOT APPLICABLE I 401/ il/l i2/1 43£1 44/ 

1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 

*Other (SPECIFY) _. 45-461 

481 
NOT ·APPLICABLE I 49/

1 
i0/1 SIll' 52/

1 
53/ 

1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 . 1 2 

*Other (SPECIFY) 54-551 

NOT APPLICABLEI 

~,,,,,~. 

58/
1 

i 9
/1 :o/j 61

11 
62/ 571 

1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 

( *Other (SPECIFY) 53-64/ 

66/ 
NOT APPLICABLE I 2 

67/
1 ;

8/
1 

69/
1 

7°tl 
71/ 

1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 

*Other ( SPEC!ltY) i2-i3/ -
II 

'" '!." ~.- -",,,~,~, .. =~,--:---.,-<-~,"'-....-:- ",,-~.'~--,,",",$->-'-' •• '-' • 

-

( ) 

-8- BEGIN DECK 03 
12. Please tell me if the following statements about . true or false. your ~mmediate neighbors are 

I True False Don't 
A. If I were sick, I could 

know 
count on my 

neighbors to shop for me at the super- 1 2 8 071 market i ~o to the dru~storez and so on. 
B. When I m away from home, I can count 

on some of my neighbors .to keep their 1 2 8 081 ezes 0Een for Eossible troublp.. 
C. If. I had to borrow about $25 for 

an emergency, I could turn to one 1 2 8 091 of !& nei~hbors. 
D. It's pretty easy to tell a stranger 

f~om someone who lives in my 1 2 8 10/ i~ediat~ neighborhood. 

- .. --------:-----------
13. 

14. 

15. 

Do you ever read a local neighborhood neighborhood? newspaper to learn what's happening in your 

A. 

Yes ••• (ASIA) •• 1 

No 111 • , • • ' •••••••••• 2 

IF YES: About how often? Would you say nearly every week, once every few 
weeks, or less often than that? 

Nearly every week III •••••••••••••• 1 

Every few weeks ................. 2 

Less often ...................... 3 

Do any of your relatives live in (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER)? 

Yes ............................. 1 

No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 41 ••• 2 

Don't have any relatives . ...... . 3 

Do any of your good friends live in (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER)? 

Yes .............. ~ ............. . 1 

No .............................. 2 

Don't have any good friends ..... 3 

111 

12/ 

131 

14/ 

, 

I 
J 



-._----
_______ ~.~----------~--------~---------------~------------------.. ~-.~a----------~----________ ~ 
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16. 

( 

17. 

.ri 

.... :; i 

rr I 

-9- DECK 03 

Please tell me how often you usually do the following things. First, spend a 
social evening with relatives--do you do this once a week or more, about once 
a month, less than once a month, or never? REPEAT ANSWER CATEGORIES AS NECESSARY 
AND CIRCLE ONE CODE ON EACH LINE. 

A. Spend a social evening 
with relatives 

B. Spend a social evening with' 
one of your neighbors 

C. Spend an evening with friends 
who live outside of 
(NEIGHBORHOOD) 

D. Spend some time with the people 
you work with away from the job 

E. Chat with your neighbors 
when you ~un into the~ on 
the stl;'eet 

I I d like you to tell me where you 
shopping. Do you do this usually 

A. Grocery shopping 

B. Go to restaurants 

C. Go to religious se~7ices 

D. Do your banking 

E. Go to a doctor or other 
medical facility 

F. Buy clothing 

G. Take your car for repairs 

do 
in 

I 

Once a About Less Not week than once a Never appli-or month once a 
cable more month 

1 2 '3 4 5 15/ 

1 2 '3 4 16/ 

1 2 3 4 5 17/ 

1 Z '3 4 5' 18/ 

1 2 '3 4 5 19/ 

the following things. First, grocery 
(NEIGHBORHOOD) , or usually' outside the are.'!? 

Usually NC)t in Usually appli-neigh- outside 
borhood cable 

1 2 3 20/ 

1 2 3 21/ 

1 2 3 22/ 

1 2 3 23/ 

. 
1 2 3, 24/ 

1 2 3 25/ 

1 2 3 26/ 

" 

-.----'--" -~--~--~~'--------------~~----~'-~--------------------------~----------------------------

tl 
fl 

(» 
,,../ 

I 
I 
I
j 

'j 
I 
I r-\ ~)} 
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We Ire interested in the groups and organizations that individuals belo\'1g to. 
~lea~e tell me whether or not you are a member of ••. , ASK EACH ITEM. FOR EACH 

YES IN A, ASK B.: Does it ever meet in your neighborhood? 

. IF YES IN A, ASK: 
A. B. Does it ever 

Belong? meet in your 
neighborhood? 

Yes No Yes No 

1) A PTA or local school council. 1 
27/ 

2 1 2 

2) Any group connected with your· 29/ 
religion or church. 1 2 1 2 

3) Any group of renters or homeowners. 1 
31/ 

2 1 2 

4) Any other group ~oncerned with 33/ 
quality of community life. 1 2 1 2 

5) Any recreational group or club, such as a 35/ bowling league, the YMCA, or something 1 2 1 2 
like that. 

6) Any ethnic or nationality group. 1 
37/ 

2 1 2 

7) Any other kind of group. 39/ 
1 2 1 2 

28 / 

30 / 

32 / 

34 / 

36 / 

38 I 

40/ 

, 



19. 

( 

.. 

( 

-~--..,.--~----~-------------
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Do you live in, a house or an apartment? 
(ASK A,) 1 

A. IF ROUSE: 

liouse • • • • It • 
...... 

Apartment ••• (ASK B) ••••• ,. 2 

Other (SPECIFY AND AS~ B) 

3 

(HOUS~ l~~UDES DETACHED SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE, ROW aOUSE, TOWN 
HOUSE, DUPLEX) 

Are you an owner or a renter? 
(GO TO Q. 20) 

•• (GO TO Q. 20) 

1 

2 
Owner 

Renter 

. . . ... 
... 

B. 1;f APARTMENT OR OTHER: 
1.1) Does your building have seven or more units? 

Yes 

No 

t, ••••••••• • • • • •• • • • •• • • 

........................ 
1 

2 

Are you an owner or a renter? 

(a) 

(b) 

Owner ••• 

Renter 

(MiK (a») 

(ASK (b») 

• ... If'- fj •• 

.'~.~ ..... 
1 

2 

~OWNERS IN APARTMENT BUILDINGS: 
, or J.'s J.'t a coonerative, or do you own the Is it a condominJ.um, ~ 

entire building? 
Condo~inium ••••••••••••••• 

Cooperative ••••••••••••••• 

Entire building ••••••••••• 

1 

2 

3 

FOR HYDE PARK-KENWOOD RENTERS ONLY: OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 20. 

Do you live in any kind of university housing, either staff or 
student subsidized housing? 

Yes ••••••• • ••• • • ••••• • • • •• 

No ................... • • • • •• 

1 

2 

Uncertain .... (ASK (c» ... 8 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 

46/ 

(c) IF UNCERTAIN: Describe name of building or type of arrangements. 

~. 

" 

.\ 
I 

II 
I 

C) 
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ASK EVERYONE: 

20. In what year did you move into this (house/apartment)? 

RECORD YEAR: 19 CD 47-48/ 

Lived here all my life 85 

------~-~~----------------------------------------------------------------
21. What is the tot:al number of people who live in your household? Please count any 

boarders, any coilege students who live there at least part of the year, and 
anyone else who normally lives there but is away now. (Make sure you count your­

. self .• ) 

RECORD NUMBER.: CD 49-50/ 

NOTE: IF R. OWNS SINGLE FAMILY HOME, ASK Q. 22. 

IF R. OWNS CONDOMINIUM, COOPERATIVE, OR APARTMENT BUILDING, 
GO TO Q. 23. 

IF R. RENTS AP AR'l'MENT, GO TO Q. 24. 

IF R RENTS SINGLE FA.?fIL't HOME, GO TO Q. 27. 

I IF R OWNS SINGLE FAMILY HOME: I 
22. In the past two years or so, have you made any improvements or any necessary 

repairs on your home? That is, such things as painting, a new roof, new storm 
windows, or adding a porch or new room. 

A. IF YES: 

Yes 

No 

• • • • • •• (ASK A) ••••••• 

. ............. " ........ . 
1 

2 

During the past two years, have you spent less than $1,000, between 
$1,000 and $2,000, or more than $2,000 on these improvements or 
repairs? 

Less than $1,000 

Between $1,000 and $2,000 •• 

More than $2,000 

NO!IY SKIP TO Q. '1. 7 

. ......... . 

1 

2 

3 

I IF R OWNS CONDOMINIUM4 COOPERATIVE, OR APARTMENT BUILDING: I 
23. In the past two years or so, have you made any improvements or any necessary 

repairs on your home? That is, such things as painting, new storm windows, or 
modernizing you~ kitchen? 

A. ,if YES: 

Yes 

No 

• • • • • •• (ASK A) ••••••• 

........................ 
1 

2 

During the past two years, have you spent less than $500, between 

51/ 

52/ 

53/ 

$500 and $1,000, or more than $1,000 on these improvements or repairs? 

Less than $500 ••••••••••••• 1 54/ 

Between $500 and $1,000 •••. , '1. 

Hore than $1,,000 • • • • • • • • • •• 3 

NOW SKIP TO Q. 27 
/! 

I 
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(" 
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c· 

24. As far as you know, in the past two ~ea:s or so, h~s yourhlahn~lord madedany .. 
improvements in your apartment or bUJ.ld1ng? .That l.S, suc .t J.ng~ as mo e:nJ.;1ng 
your kitchen or bathroom, fixing up the publl.c spaces, or l.mprovJ.ng securl.ty. 

25. 

26. 

Yes ••••• Ii' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

No • t'! • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

In the past two years or so, have you made any improvements in your apartment? 
That is, such thing~ as refinishing floors or building a closet? 

Yes •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

No • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

Please tell me whether the following things are a big problem in your building, 
somewhat of a problem, or not at all a problem. 

A. The amount of heat you get 
1 r, 3 in the winter ~'! 

;.a 

B. Roaches, mice, or rats 1 2 3 

C. Bad plumbing or not enough 
1 2 3 hot water 

D. Peeling paint or loose plaster 1 2 3 

E. Broken windows .1 2 3 

F. Building security 1 2 3 

55/ 

56/ 

57/ 

58/ 

59/ 

60/ 

61/ 

62/ 

\.1. ! I 

t' 't' 
\ 
t 

(J 

( 

-'--":'"-::JC-"--:-- " 

u.,..---_---.:.....:...~. ~' _____ ~ ___________ ~ __ ~_ 
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ASK EVERYONE: 

27. Now I'd like to ask you some questions about crime. How much crime would you 
say there is in your own immediate neighborhood--a lot, some, or only a little? 

28. 

A. 

A lot ..... (ASK A) · ...... 1 63/ 
Some .... (GO TO Q. 28) . .. 2 

Only a little(ASK A) 
• ••• '11 •• 3 

(":F VOLUNTEERED) ........ None . ..... (ASK A) · ...... 4 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 28) ... 8 

IF A LOT, ONLY A LITTLE, OR NONE: What do you think accounts fo~ t~e fact 
that there is (AMOUNT OF CaIME) in your 
neighborhood? ' 

64-65/ 

66-671 

68-69/ 

Would you say that the likelihood you will be a victim of a crime in your neigh­
borhooa during the coming year is high, moderate, or low? 

High •••..••• ~ . • . . . . . . .. . . • . 1 

Moderate .................. 
Low •••••• ., •••••••••••••• 41 .. 

Don't know ................ 
2 

3 

8 

70/ 

--------------.----------------~--------------~---------------------------------~ 
29. How much information do you get about crime in your neighborhood from each o£ 

the following sources? First, do you get a great deal of information, some in­
fOi:1l1ation, or no information at all about crime in your neighborhood from local 
neighborhood newspapers? CIRCLE ONE CODE ON EACH LINE. 

IGreat: deal I Some None 

A. Local community newspap«:(.'s 1 2 3 

B" Convers4tions with neighbors 1 2 3 

C. Just keeping your eyes and 
1 ears open 2 3 

D. City newspapers, radio or 
television 1 2 3 

71/ 

12/ 

73/ 

74/ 
, 



o 

! t 

() 

(' 
I 
.) 

(~ 30. 

(. 
31. 

)' 

~ ----~.-,~ .. ---.-.-" 
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Do you know of any special efforts or programs going on in your neighborhood to 
prevent or reduce crime? 

Yes • •• (ASK A AND B) ••••• . 1 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . 
IF YES: 

A. What are they? 

B. Do you actively participate in any of these programP? 

Yes ••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 

N'o . . ...................... . 

In order .to avoid crime, have you ever • • • 

A. avoided using public transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . 
B .• engraved identification on valuables • •• « ••••••• 

C. arranged to go out with $omeone so you 
wouldn't have to be alone when going somewhere· 
in the neighborhood Ie ••••••••••••• ct ••••••••••••• 

D. installed a burglar alarm in your home . ....... 
E. taken other securit.y measures s~~h as using 

timers on your lights, put ting bars on windows, 
or ~dding new locks •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

" 

F. selected a residence because of its 
plllI.rtic:ular safety features •••••••••••••••••• • • • 

G. turned down a job because of its unsafe 
location ..............•............. · ......... . 

H~ kept a watchdog •.••••••••.••.•••••••••.•••••..• 

I. kept a gun or other weapon at home ••••••••••••• 

n . , 

Yes I 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

',\ 

1 

2 

No I 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

07/ 

08-09/ 

10-11 / 

12-13/ 

.141 

15/ 

16/ 

17/ 

18/ 

19/ 

20/ 

21/ 

22/ 

23/ 

1 
l 
i 

\ 

o 32. 

33. 

() 

-\ 
(~;t 
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Is there any area right around here--that is, within a mi!a--where you would ba 
afraid to walk alone at night? 

Yes •••••••••••••••••• >J • 0 •• 1 

No ••••..•.••.••••••• ·0· •••• 2 

I'm going to read some statements people have made about crime. For each one 
. please tell me if it's mostly true in your case or mostly false. 

A. I'm often a little worried that I will 
be the'victim of a crime in my 
neighborhood. 

B. I would probably not be afraid if a 
stranger stopped me-at night in my . 
neighborhood to ask for directions. 

C. I'm not as afraid for my own safety as 
I am for the people close to me 

D. When! have to be. away fror4 home for a 
long time, I worry tha.t sCilI1eone ndght 
try to break in • 

Mostly 
true 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Mostly 
false 

2 

2 

2 

2 

24/ 

25/ 

26/ 

27/ 

28/ 
__________________________ 1. 

E. When I hear footsteps behind ~ at 
night in my neighborhood, it makes me 
feel uneasy. 

" ~'I 

1 2 29/ 

~ .• ~~::;-~::'';~'~.~,~.:r._ ... ~_ >. __ ••• A~'~~.c:.~'l<t<.l~~~-... .m_·~Tr _~ __ ''2e ___ "'.".~~~_::-~ .... _.-'''-'-'' -. ~-'C' -, . 

I 



r 
c 34. 

35. 

c 

c 
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Now I'd like to ask you abl.::'ut some tbings t;hat might have happened to you or to 
members of your household since the b<aginning of 1978. I'd like you to think 
back to January 1978. about 14 months ago. 

Since January 1978, did anyone break into your (house/apartment) 
from inside your (house/apartment)? Even someQne you knew? 

or steal anything 

Yes •••• (ASK A AND B) •••• 

IF YES: No .ft.-·.~ ................ . 
A: Did that happen once or more than once? 

Once ...................... 
More than once ............ 

1 

2 

1 

2 

B. Did you know the person who broke into your. (house/apartment)? 

Yes 

No 

Both 

.......................... 
••••••••••••••••• CI ••••••••• 

• •••••••••••••••••• 0 •••• I, 

Don't know • •••••••••••••••• • e' 

1 

2 

3 

8 

30/ 

31/ 

32/ 

Since January of 1978·, did anyone take money or other belongings from you or from 
other members of your household by force? For example, did someone use a gun 
or knife, or in any other way force otta of you to give t~em something that did 
not belong to them? . Even someone you knew? 

Yes ••• (ASK A, B, 0, 1,) •• 1 33/ 

IF YES: No • " ••• • •••••••• • • .• • • •• • • • 2 

A. Did c~at happen to you or to c~=~one else in your household? 

Respondent ••••••••••••••••••• 1 

B. 

o. 

D. 

Someone else ............... 
Both · ..................... . 

Did that happen once or more than once? 

Once ...................... 
More than once .•••••••••••• 

Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? 

In neighborhood ......... , .... 
.................... Elsewhere 

Both · ....................... . 
Donlt know · .............. " .. . 

Did you/they know th~ person who robbed you/them? 

Yes 

No 

Both 

. " ....................... . 
...................... " .... 

........................ 
Don't know · ................. . 

2 

3 

1 

:2 

1 

2 

3 

8 

1 

2 

3 

8 

34/ 

35/ 

36/ 

37/ 

() 

( .. j) 
. ./ 

36. 
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Other than what has been mentioned, has anyone stolen anything else from you or 
someone in your household during the time since January, 1978? ~erhaps a bicycle, 
cloi:hing, tools., w.allet, money, or anything else~ 

Yes •• (ASK A, B, 0, D) ••• 1 38/ 

No ......... " ............. . 
IF YES: 
A. Did that happen to you or to someone else in your household? 

Respondent " ........ " ...... . 
Someone else .. " . " ........ . 
Both · .................... . 

B. Did that happen once or more than once? 

o. 

D. 

Once · .................... . 
More than once ......... " .. 

Did that happen in.(NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? 

In neighborhood ..... " ....... . 
... " ............... . Elsewhere 

Both " " • " ••• " ••• 0 ••••••• 0 ••••• 

Don't know " .... " ............ . 
Did you/they know the person who stole these things? 

Yes 

No 

Both 

....................... 
••••••••• " •• 1:1 ••••••••••• 

........ ,\ .... " ....... . 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

2 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 

8 

1 

2 

3 

8 

39/ 

40/ 

41/ 

42/ 

37. Since January, 1978, has anyone damaged or defaced the building you live in, for 
example, by writing on the walls, breaking windows, setting fires, or anything 
like that? Yes •••• (ASK A Ah~ B) •••• 1 43/ 

No ••••••• ~ •••• e •••••••••• o 

IF YES: 
X:-'Oid that happen once or more than once? 

Once · ............... , .... . 
More than once ....... , .... 

B. Did you know the person who damaged your building? 

/, 
!J 

Yes 

N~ 

Both 

.......................... 
. ......................... . 

.......................... 
Don I t k.now .................. ~' 

2 

1 

Z 

1 

Z 

3 

8 

44/ 

45/ 

, 
" 

i . 

, 
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Since J~nuary of 1978, was anyone in ygur household the victim of a rape or sexual 
assault, even by someone she knew? 

Yes ••• (ASK A, B, c, D) ••• 1 

No ............. Go ••••••••• " • 2 

IF YES: 

A. ASK ,FEMALE ONLY: MALE GO to B. 

B. 

Were you the victim, or was it another membe~ of your household? 

Respondent " •••••• .- 0 •••••• 1 

Someone else ............ " 2 

Both • ••• 0 • 0 ••• " ••••••• " •• 3 

Sometimes people are the victim of the same crime more than once during' a 
year. Did that happen once or more than once? 

Once · ................ " .. . 1 

More than once ... " ...... . 2 

C. Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? 

In neighborhood .............. 1 

Elsewhere ......... " ......... . 2 

Both •••.•••.•••••..••• " ....... . 3 

Don't know ..... ., ........... " . 8 

D. Was the attacker someone you/she ~new? 

Yes .... " ...... " ......... . 1 

No ..... " ............... " . 2 

Both · .............. " .... . 3 

Don't know " .............. . 8 

i} 
" .-

46/ 

47/ 

50/ 

r 
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I 
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39. Other than what you hav~~· d . 
including someone ~ U4rea y ment~oned, since January, 1978 did anyone 
in an argument or you knew, use violence against you or members'of your hou~ehold 

quarrel, or in any other way attack or assault one of you? 

Yes •• (ASK A, B, c, D) ••• 1 51/ , 
No •• a· ••••••• O •••••• CI ••••• 2 

IF. YES: 

A. Did that happen to you or to someone else in your household? 

Respondent .................. 1 52/ 

Someone else ................. 2 

Both ......................... 3 
B. Did that happen once or more than once? 

Once 
...................... II •••• l: 53/ 

More than once ............. . -. 2 

C. Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? 

In neighborhood ............. 1 54/ 
Elsewhere ................... 2 

Both 
.......... 00 ••• -•••••••••••• 3 

Don't Itnow ................... 8 

D. Was the attacker someon~ you/they kn~w? 

Yes ••• :>, •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 55/ 

No ............................ 2 

Both ......................... J 

Don't know ................... 8 

IF VOLUNTEERED THAT VICTIM WAS KILLED, CHECK HERE ••••• D 
56/ 

Ii .,' 

~ct -, 
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I 
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Now I have just a few questions about yourself. First, in what year were you 
born? 

II 57-58/ 

What is your religion--is it Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Muslim, some other 
religion, or no religion? 

Protes tant ...•.•....•••....•. tit •••• II • •• 01 

Catholic ........... tl •••••••• ~ • • • • • • • •• 02 

Jewish 

Muslim 

None 

•.•••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••• ~ 03 

. . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 04 

................................... 
Other (SPECIFY RELIGION AND/OR 

CHURCH AND DENOMINATION) 

05 

06 

59-60/ 

42. For statistical purposes, we would like to know what racial group you belong to. 
.Are y.ou black, white, hispanic, or some"thing else? 

A. IF WHITE: 

B~t:l.ck • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 * 

White •••• (ASK A) •••••••• 2 

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . 3 

Other (SPECIFY) 

Refused ... " .............. . 
Don't know ................. 

4 

7 

8 

What is your ethnic background? For example, is it Irish, Italian, Polish, 
or what? 

61/ 

Polish ........................... *' •••• 01 62-63/ 

Ita lian ...........•..... II II II ••• II •• II II II II. 02 

Irish 

German 

II ••••• II II II II • II ••• II ••••••••••• II • II II •• 03 

- II II II II II • II • II II II II • II ••••• II • II • II II II • II • II II II 04 
Other or more than one 

(RECORD ) 05 

None II II II •• II ell ••••• II ••• II ••• II II II II II II • II II • II II II 06 

~ 

,it .1 

IT r 
I 

\ 
I 

I 

_:..-'-.....4..-.~, .. ,. 

,(J 
43. 

1\ 
44. 

I 
/1 

-22- DECK 04 

What is the highest regular school certificate, diploma, or degree that you have 
gotten? 

None ever ••••• 0 ............... 01 

8th grade; Jr. high •• II •• II • II •• 02 

GED 

A.A.; Junior College ••• it II II II II • 

03 

04 

B. A. or B. S. • •••••••••••••• 05 

Mas ter s • II II • , II II II II • II II II • II •• II • II •• 06 

Ph.D. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 07 

Degree in law or medicine 

Other (SPECIFY) 

••• II 
08 

____________________ ' 09 

Last week were you working full time, part time, keeping house, or what? 
CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST 
CODE NUMBER THAT APPLIES AND RECORD OTHER RESPONSES VERBATIM. 

01 Working full time (35 hours or more) 

Working part time (1-34 hours) ••••••••• 02 

With a job, but not at work because of 
illness, vacation, strike •• (ASR A) • 03 

Unemployed, laid off, looking 
for work • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (ASK A) • 04 

Re tired . II II II II •• II • II II • II • II •• II • II II II II II II II •• II • II 05 

In school only •••• (SKIP TO Q. 46) 06 

Keeping house only (SKIP TO Q. 46) •.•• 07 

Other (SPECIFY) 

08 

A. IF NOT WOlil.KING AT PRESENT: 

When you do work, is that usually full time or part time? 

Full time II II II II II •• II • II •• II II • II II 1 

Part time • II II •• II II II II II -••••••• 2 

Varies II • II ... II • II II II II • II II •••• II • 3 

64-65/ 

66-67/ 

68/ 

I'· 

r ,I 

, ~ . 
L 

I I: 
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l, 
I. I, 
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1: ' 

I 



.. 

,j 
[ 

c 

46. 

( 

A. 

B. 

-23- DECKS 04-05 

What kind of work do you (did you no:~mally) do? !hat is, what is (was) your 
job called? IF MORE THAN ONE JOB 7 ~jK ABOUT MAIN JOB HERE. 

OCCUPAT!ON: 

IF NECESSARY, ASK: 

69-73/ 

What are (were) some of your main duties? What do (did) 
you actually do in that job? 

Where is your (main) place of work? Is it in (NEIGHBORHOOD)7 downtown Chicago, 
elsewhere in Chicago, in the suburbs, or where? 

( NEIGHBORHOOD) ............ 
Downtown Chicago .......... 
Elsewhere in Chicago . . . . . . 
Suburbs ................ ~ .. 
Other (SPECIFY) ____ ~ 

ASK· EVERYONE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

74/ 

BEGIN DECK 05 

What is your current marital status? Are you married, living with someone, widowed, 
divorced, separated, or have you never been married? 

Married ••••••••••••••••• It •••• 1 07/ 

Living with someone .......... 2 

Widowed .......... 3 

DiVorced SKIP 
4 ......... 

TO 
Separated ........ Q.SO 5 

Never been married. 6 

, . 

() 

C) 

47. 

48. 

-24-

Wnat is the highest regular school certifi~ate, diploma, o~ degree that your 
husband/wife (or the person you're living with) has ever gotten? 

None ever • ••.•.•••••••••• ,. • •• 01 
8th grade; Jr. high ... ,. ..... . 
High school diploma; GED ..... 
A.A.; Junior college ••••••••• 

02 

03 

'04 
B.A. or B.S. • ••..•.• s •••••••• 05 

Masters •..•......••.....•.. If. 06 

Ph.D. ..••.•..••..•••.••••...• 07 

Degree in law or medicine 08 
Other (SPECIFY) 

-------
09 

DECK 05 

Last week was he/she working full time, part time, keeping house, or what? CIRCLE 
ONE CODE ONLY. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST CODE NUMBER 
THAT APPLIES AND RECORD OTHER RESl: ONSES VERBATIM. 

Working full time. (35 hours or more) •• 01 

. Working part time (1-34 hours) 02 ....... 
With a job, but not at work because of 

illness, vacation, strike (ASK A) •• 03 

Unemployed, laid off, looking 
for work • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (ASK A) •• 04 

Retired •... e •••••••••••••••• Q- ••••••••• • as 

In school only (SKIP TO Q. 50) ..... 06 

Keeping house only. (SKIP TO Q. 50) •••• 07 

Other (SPECIFY) 

08 

10-11/ 

A. IF NOT WORKING AT PRESENT: 

When he/she does work, is that usually full time or part time? 

Full time . ............... . 1 12/ 

Part time 
• ••••••••••• ,. ,. c.:: •• 2 

Varies .. ................... . 3 , 



(~ 49. A. 

(.:.: 

I,. 

B. 

( 

.. 

::,-:;:::::-::-~',-~~~,,-.' ,--~. 

7 f 

'p 

~ .~---------. --,-",-",--~-------------------------

-2.5- DECK 05 

What kind of work does he/she (did he/she normally) do? That is, what is 
(was) his/her job called? IF MORE THAN ONE JOB, ASK ABOUT MAIN JOB HERE. 

OCCUPATION: 13-17/ 

IF NECESSARY, ASK: What are (were) some of his/her main duties? What does 
(did) he/she actually do in that job? 

Where is his/her (main) place of work? Is it in (NEIGHBORHOOD), downtown 
Chicago, elsewhere in Chicago, in the suburbs, or where? 

(NEIGHBORHOOD) • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Downtown Chicago •••• t). ••••• 

Elsewhere in Chicago ...... 
Suburbs ................... 
Other (SPECIFY) ____ _ 

.-

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

18/ 

o 

I 
I 

I 
I 

,II 

l 
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\ 

I 
i 

--~-~-~-- -

.,.:. 

-26- DECK 05 

ASK EVERYONE: 
50. Do you have any children under 19 living at home with you? This includes adopted 

children, foster children, and children from a previous marriage. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5 

6) 

7) 

Yes ••••• (ASK A) ••••••••• 1 19/ 

No •••• (SKIP TO Q. 56) ••• 2 
A. IF YES: I:m interested in the ages of your children, and where they go to school. 

F1rst, how old is the oldest child living at home with you? 
(RECORD ~E. IF 5 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER" ASK B. CONTINUE FOR 
REMAINING C~ILDREN.) -

A. IF 5 YEARS OF AGE OROLnER, ASK: 
Age of child B. What is the name of the school this child attends? 

(IF 5 YEARS OF AGE 
OR OLDER, ASK B~_,_--, ___________________ """,-_______ .l 

1. ____ _ 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 • 

7. 

8. 

IF MORE THAN EIGRl' CR~LDREN, ENTER tJ: OF ADDIT.IONAL CHILDREN 

IF NO CHILDREN 5 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, SKIP TO Q. 56 

c. I'm going to read a list of statements that apply to some fa~ilies with school 
age children. Please tell me if each statement is mostly true or mostly false 
in )'Our family. 

My children are not allowed to watch tele­
vision uncil their homework is done on 
school nishts. 
There are certain are~s in the neighborhood 
where my children are not allQwed to walk. 

Mostly 
true 

1 

1 

I wor~y about my children's safety at school. 1 

My children are allowed to go to the park 
without adult su ervision. 
My children, stay up as late as they want to 
on weekends. 
I know the parents of most of my children's 
f:iencis. 
I wor,:~' about my chHcir,en getting involved 
1:1 ~an3s. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Mostly Not 
appli-

fal~e cable 

2 3 61/ 

2 3 62/ 

2 3 63/ 

2 3 64/ 

2 3 65/ 

2 3 6$/ 
" 

2 3 67/ 

81 2 3 68/ 
I: fdghtens nle when my childre~ are '"1.ate 

____ ~g~~~:~t~i~n~3_h~0~c~e~a~,n~d~d~0~n_'t~c~a~1~l~m~e~. __________ ~ _____ t ________ ~, ______________ ~~ __ 

n 
'J 

r_~ 

" 

, 



.. 

(' 51. 

52. 

( 

-27- DECKS 05-06 

Rave you heard abQut the Ac~ess to Excellence program in the city of Chieago? 

Yes ..................... 1 69/ 

No ~. (SKIP TO Q. 56) •• 2 

Is your child (are any of your children) in an Access to Excellence program? 

Yes • • • •• (ASK A) •••••. ,. 1 

No ••• (SKIP TO Q. 56).. 2 

A. IF YES: What program is that? CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODES. 

Preschool program ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

s~asic skills program •••••••••••••••••••• 

Classical schools ....................... 
Elementary School Language Center ••••••• 

Centers for Languages ••••••••••••••••••• 

High School Bilingual Center •••••••••••• 

High School Performing and Creative 
Arts Centers .•••.....•...•......•.•... 

Uareer Development Centers •••••••••••••• 

Technical Centers--High Schools ••••••••• 

City-wide Permissive Enrollment ••••••••• 

District selected programs ••• ill • • 0' ••••••• 

Advanl:ed placement 

Von Humboldt Child 

Other (SPECIFY) 

...................... 
Parent Center ........ 

Don I t know .............................. 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

98 

70/ 

71-72/ 
73-74/ 

BEGIN DECK 06 

07-08/ 

09-10/ 

11-12/ 

13-14/ 

15-16/ 

17-18/ 

19-20/ 

21-22/ 

23-24/ 

25-26/ 

27-28/ 

Z9-,30/ 

31-32/ ________________ , _______________________________________________________ I~·------

53. 

'7 ; 

How satisfied are you with the Access to Excellence program? Are you ve~y satis­
fied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? 

.~ 

'~~ery sat is fied • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Somewhat satisfied ••••••••••• 4 

Somewhat ~issatisfied . . . . . . . . . 
Very dissatisfied ., •.••••••••• 

Don I t know .................... 

2 

3 

4 

8 

33/ 

\~ I ~. 
w 

\

1 

, /1 

1 

I 

I 
-I 

() -28- DECK 06 
54. Here are Some ways th~ Access to Excellence ' h h'ld " ,program m1g t affect your child/ 

c 1. reno F1rst, 1n helping your ch~ld to learn more quickly--is the program 

55. 

h~v:l.ng a great effect, a moderate effect, hardly any effe,ct, or no effect at: all? 

A. 
None Don it: 

knowJ 
Helping your child to 
learn more quickl.y 1 2 3 4 8 34/ -' B. }Ielping your child to under- --stand students of other 1 2 3 4 8 35/ cultural backgrounds 

Helping your child to learn 
1 to work with other races 2 3 4 8 36/ 

C. 

Allowing you to play a 
~>-.r... ___ 

more active role in school 1 2 3 4 8, 37/ 
D. 

Preparing your' child for a 
future occupation 1 2 3 4 8 3'8/ 

E. 

Improving your chUd's 
speaking ability 1 2 3 4 8 39/ 

. 
~~:~ year, did (your child/all your children) attend the same school(s) they do 

A. 

Yes . .. (GO TO Q. ~U) ••• 1 40/ 
No • • • •• (ASK A) •••••••• 2 

~FFERENT SCHOOLS, ASK FOR EACH: 

I'~ like to know what schools they attended. First, (the child/the oldest 
Ch11d) who goes to (NAME OF SCHOOL IN Q. 50) went to what school last year?, 
(GO DOWN THE LIST) 

Child/oldest child in Q. 50 

Second oldest in Q. 50 

Third oldest in Q. 50 

Fourth oldest in Q. 50 

n 
'! 

2. 

3 • 

4. 

-T;'i;:r;m;;:;-:~~~=::-::::::--:,":",::,:~~ 41-43/ (RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR) 

f,( REO;;:C;;:;OruRD~S;;:;C-;;:HO~Cl~IL--:-:ATT=E::-:ND=-:E::::D~LA":":S~T~YE~AR ...... ) 44-46/ 

47-49/ 
(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED ~ST YEAR) 

""'7'i;;;;;~~=":':'""~~= ___ ~-_ 50'·52/ 
(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR) 

I 
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DECK 06 

ASK EVERYONE: 56. Please-tell me which category rElpr"asents your family's total income before taxes 
and other deduutions during 1978. (INCLUDE ALL SOURCES~ Was it less than $10,000, 

( 

between $10,000 and $30,000, or was it $30,000 or more~ 
.IF E.o"{ACTl.Y $10,000, CIRCLlt 20 AND 21; IF EXACTLY $30,000,. CIRCLE 30 and 31-

10 53-541 
• •••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••• , ••••••••• 

57. 

A. Less than $10,000 
Was it between $5,000 and $10,0001 

Yes ••••••••••••.••• " • • • • 11 

No •••••••••••• • • • ••••••• 

Refused . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
12 

17 

B. Between $10,000 and $30,000 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 20 

Was it between $iO,OOO and $20,000? 

C. 

Yes •••• • ••••••••••• • • ••• 

No •••••••••••• • ••••••••• 

Refused •••••••••• • •••••• 

$30,000 or more •••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Was it between $30~000 and $40,000~ 

Refused 

Yes 

No 

..................... 
...................... 

Refused ................. 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• ft ......... . 

21 

22 

27 

30 

31 

32 

37 

97 
D. 
I am now going to read a number of statements dealing with beliefs and feelings. 
Would you tell me whether you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disaS't'ee somewhat, 
or disagree strongly with each of these statements~ 

• 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't 

agree somewhat somewhat disagree know 

A. Every time I try to get 
ahead something or 1 2 3 4 8 

somebodl stoEs me. 
B. Everything changes so 

quic~ly these days that 
I often have trouble 1 2 3 4 8 

de,ciding which are the 
risht rules. 

C. Planning only makes a 
person u~appy, since 1 2 3 4 8 

plans hardly ~ver 
work out anyway. 

D. On the whole, I am 1 2 3 4 8 

satisfied with myself. 

E. People were better off in 
the old days when everyone 3 4 8 

knew just how he was 1 2 

expected to act. 

.-
~------------------------------------------------------------------------~.--------~. 

() 
58. 

59 • 

60. 

() 

55/ 

56/ II 

I , 
57/ [I 

~ 58/ 

I (j 59/ r 

0 

-30- DECK 06 

In general, do yo~ favor or oppose the busin to another to ach1eve racial balance? g of school children from one district 

Favor ..................... 
Oppul:/e •• (SKIP TO Q. 60) • 

Don't know . .............. . 
1 

2 

8 

Would you yourself favor or oppose the busing balance? of your children to achieve racial 

Favor 

Oppose 

• •• , •••••••••••• 8 •••• 

.................... 
Don't know ................ 

! ~:wg~~:~k t~a~~~~e:o:~v st~tements l:hat people have made about 
please tell me if you th~n~n7~, an al.llWhite neighborhood. For 1. s most y true or mostly false. 

1 

2 

8 

what happens when 
each statement, 

Mostly Mostly. Don't 
true £c:1se know 

A. When a few black families move into an "" 
all white neighborhood, they . 

1 8 

60/ 

61/ 

62/ u~uallY have the same income and E!duca­
tl.on as the people who live there • 

F.~Wh;:e~n~a~f~e~w~;;bl:_a·C;,k;-f;=n::i~l~i~Q~s~m:o:v=e-:i:n:t~o--an------------------~-------------------

C. 

D. 

E. 

all white neighborhood, realtors 
urge the people who live there to move. 

When a few black families move into an 
all.w~ite neighborhood, the bl~ck 
fam1.ll.es are often harrassed and 
attacked. 

When a fe~ black families move i~to 
an all whlte neighborhood, crime 
rates usually go up. 

When a few black families move into an 
all white neighborhood, property values 
are sure to go down. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 63/ 

2 8 64/ 

2 8 65/ 

2 8 66/ 

, 



c 

,\ 
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61. Thinking about the races of the people who live in (NEIGRBORHOOD)--that is, whether 
they're black, white, or hispanic·'-would you say the racial composition is pretty 
stable. or would you say the racial composition is changing? 

Stable .... ~ ..... 1 67/ 
Changing ......... 2 

Don't know ...... 8 

Thank you very much for your help. I just have one more question we have to ask for 
statistical purposes. 

62. Please tell me, are there any other telephones in your household that have a 
different, phone number' than this one? 

Yes ••••• (ASK A .AND B)... 1 
No ........................ 

IF YES: 

A. Hal" :1l2ny different nl!Jl1bers are there? 

One ....................... 
More than one ............. 

B. What is that/are those number(s)? 

2 

1 

2 

63. DATE OF INTERVIEW 

Month: 

64. INTERVIEWER ID NUMBER 

February •. , •••••••• 2 

3 

4 

March 

April 

Day: 

............. 

OJ 

OJ 

68/ 

69/ 

70/ 

71-72/ 

73-74/ 

o 
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c. 
COMPUTER 

CODE 

11 
12 
13 

21 
22 

23 

31 
32 

41 
42 
43 

44 
45 

51 

52 

53 

54 

FIELD 
CODE 

Fl 
F2 
F3 

Cl 
C2 

C3 

Al 
A2 

Rl 
R2 
R3 

R4 
R5 

Sl 

S2 

S3 

S4 

SHOPPING STRIP QUALITY RATING INSTRUMENT 

BUSINESS TYPE 

FINANCIAL: 

BANKS AND SAVINGS AND LOANS 
CURRENCY EXCHANGES 
FINANCE COMPANIES caFC, other companies) 

CHAIN STORES: 

CHAIN FOOD STORES (A&P, Jewel, etc.) i.e. supermarkets 
OTHER CHAIN S!ORES (Ace Hardware, Wickes Furniture, 

Carpetland, Zayre, Community, Woolworth's, 
Walgreen's, Osco, Hallmark, Casual Corner, 
etc.) LIST IF IN DOUBT. 

DEPARTMENT STORES: (Marshall Field, Wieboldt's, 
Goldblatt's, Sears, Pen:t!'s) loIST ALL OTHERS. 

AUTOMOTIVE: 

GAS/REPAIR/MOTORCYCLES 
CAR SALES 

RECREATION: 

LIQUOR STORES/BARS/COCKTAIL LOUNGES 
RESTAURANTS (sit-down) 
CHAIN RESTAURANTS (}icDonald' s, Arthur Treacher' s, Pizza 

Hut) 
TAKE-OUTS (with little or no room to eat in store) 
OTHER RECREATION (theaters, bowling alleys, etc.) Also 

VFW, Eagles, posts. 

OTHER STORES: 

/ 

I 
! 

NON-C:iAIN FOOD STORES (bakeries, Mom & Pop, fish markets, 
produce, etc.) 

SERVICES (shoe repair, cleaners, appliance repair, 
tailors, barbers, beauticians, photography 
studios, sign painters, printers, travel agency, 
newspaper distribution centers, caterers, 
aluminum siding, busines~ machine sales and 
service) . 

RETAIL I: (clothing, shoes, jewel~y, sporting goods, 
office supplies, florists, non-porno books, 
pets, camera shops, coin shops, drug stores, 
art galleries) 

RETAIL II: (non-chain card shops, records, "Head 
stores", wigs, souvenirs, non-chain trinkets) 
LIST IF IN DOUBT. 

(J 

" - -.;' 
~ ______________ ~ _______________ .~i __________________________________________________ ~ __________________ ~ __ 

COMPUTER 
CODE 

61 
62 

71 

72 

73 
74 
75 
76 
77 

78 
79 

81 
82 
83 
84 
85 

99 

FIELD 
CODE 

U1 
U2 

01 

02 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 

08 
09 

L1 
L2 
L3 
L4 
L5 

99 

BUSINESS TYPE 

USED CLOTHING, SECOND-HAND STORES, PAWNSHOPS 
UNDESIRABLES (porno shops, reader-advisor, massage parlors, 

coin amusements) 

OTHER LAND USE: 

LA.N.P: 

PUBLIC (Post Office, Board of Education public schools, 
ward offices, welfare agencies, public clinics) 

PROFESSIONAL/OFFICE: (medical/dental/optical, clinics 
if private, legal offices, accountants, insurance, 
real estate, vocational/dance/driving schools, 
contractors, union headquarters, funeral homes) 

CHURCH: (include parochial schools) 
STORE nON! CHURCHES 
FACTORY/WAREHOUSE/WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTORS 
PRIVATE DWELLING 
STOREFRONT-DWELLING (storefront converted to private 

dwelling on 1st floor) 
VACANT BUILDING 
OTHER (list) 

ALLEYS 
VACANT LOT (unpaved) 
PARKING LOT/GARAGE (paved or gravelled) 
PARK/PLAYLOT 
SIDE YARDS TO DWELLINGS 

UNKNOWN 

CODING POINTS 

BURGLAR BARS: (do not include silver alarm tape) 
BROKEN/BOARDED WINDOWS OR DOORS, BROKEN OR CARDBOARD SIGNS, (idenl:ifying the store) 
LITTER: More than 6 pieces of litter on street and sidewalk in fl~ont of store, or 

at least 2 pieces, one of which is larger than a newspaper. 
LIQUOR BOTTLES OR CANS: (may be broken or crushed) COUNT IF IN GUTTER, TOO! 
SPECIAL IMAGE FEATURES: Special decorative lights, sidewalks; landscaping/trees 

the whole block or major part of it; central square in middle of street, 
uniform exterior decoration/lack of extending signs; block is part of 
a shopping mall. 

SIDEWALK/STORE INTEGRATION: Outside stands, racks; open doors 

Count private dwelling only if living space on ground floor OR if entry takes up 
space to an entire storefront. 

Do not count parking lots behind stores or those in front of supermarkets. Count 
only if the parking lot is between stores. 

Include the 2 blocks contiguous (ending) to each end of the shopping strip 
even if less than 75% business. 

Count the one store on side streets. 
Don't count back and side yards of houses on side streets as to litter and graffiti, 

but do count the dista.nce in determining if the block is more than 
75% business. 

Don't count the side of corner businesses for litter and graffiti unless the 
business district extends up that side street fbr at least one more 
store. 

]1 

f 
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r CODE SHEET 
SHOPPING STRIP QUALITY RA~ING INSTRUMENT 

( Street Name: Block: ---------------------------
() 

Time and Date: 

DETERIORATION. 

BROK. STOREFRONT 
WINDW. SIZE STORE FOR. 

STORE CODE BURGLAR BARS DOORS GRAF. LITTER CANS/BOTTLES 2-3 4+ REHA.B LANG. 

1-

2. , 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
'1-

B. I 
I 

9. .._- APPENDIX C 

10. , 

c 11- -
12. 

() 
-

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

lB. 
19. 

20. 

COMMENTS - BLOCK CP.aRACTERISTICS 

Number of times questioned: 

Special Image features (list): 

Sidewalk/Score integration (list): 
i i! 

Comments on people: 

Other Comments: . 
, 

~ 

< -"-.- ~ .. ---.,-~-- ",-- '-"'-, .~'""''7-''----'-:CO'"''_~"''--;~C>:'~M-=::-:._''''_.~--'''''''-''' ~r~ .. _ 'J , 
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HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD APPEARANCE RATING INSTRUMENT: KEY 

A. TYPE OF STRUCTURE 

1. LAND USE 
1 .. Single-family home, either attached or detached 0)) 
2 .. 2-0 flat (Ir) 
3 ::w Multiple-tmit dwelling of more than 6 units (MUD) 
4 .. Vacant lot 
5 - Park/playlot/garden 
6 .. Store/store with apartments above 
7 .. Scnool 
8 .. Church 
9 .. Office, puolic/professional/private; institutions (e.g" hospital) 

10 .. Industrial/warehouse/factory 
11 .. Parking lot (paved) " 
12 .. Building facing other street (do not rate further) 
13 .. Side ya~d, oack yard, other yard Crate condition of grounds items) 
14 .. Alley, private street (rate: for litter only; code under ~'Parkwayrr) 
15 .. Gas station/other automotive 
.20 .. Other (list on oackl 
97 .. Not ascertained/not visiole 

NOTE: For all remaining items, code 7 if feature is not present 
or not vis:i:.Ble. 

2, FRONT WALL MA.'I:ERIAL 
1 .. Brick or stone 
2 .. Siding, shingles, or stucco 
3 .. Mixture of 1 and 2 
4 .. Concrete 
5 .. Other Q.ist on back) 

.3. REHABILITATION 
1 .. Building permit is v:isiole or there is other evidence 

of work oeing done on property, 'including tne presence 
of workmen, ladders, or stacks of ouilding materials. 
Do not code l:'outine yard \,~.)rk. 

4. ABANDONMENT 
1 ... Building is boarded up, burned out •. partially demolished, 

has an FBI sign, or has all windows oroken out. 
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KEY - page 2 

B. CONDITION 0]' Sn:aC'IURE 

1. ROOF 
1 .. Missing material 1 foot in any direction 

2. FACADE 
1 = Absent or peeling paint or flaking stucco over 25% of an area 

One patch missing material 6" by 6" or 1 foot in any direction 
Three patches missing material 3" by 3" or 6" in any direction 
Misalignment of balconies . , 

3. WINDOW TRIM 
1 = Absent or peeling paint on 25% of windows 

Chunk of window sill or window ornamentation missing _ 6" by 6" 
Shutter or awning missing or broken - collapsed, hanging, misaligned 

4. WINDOW.GLASS 
1 = For D, one pane broken or boarded up 

For F/MUD, 25% of panes broken or boarded up 

5. INSIDE WINDOWS 
1 .. For D, one window makeshift covered or 50% of windows bare 

For F, one flat's windows makeshift covered or 50% of windows bare 
For MUD, 50% of windows makeshift covered or bare 

6. ENTRYWAY 
1 .. Absent or peeling paint over 25% of an area 

Broken or missing steps 
Chunk of missing material 6" by 6" 
Misalignn1ent of porch 
Broken railings or awnings 
Broken door 

7. PATHWAYS 
I = Chunk of concrete missing 1 foot in any direction 

Grass or weeds growing 10" or higher oetween segments 

8. JERRY-BU1'LT REPAIRS 
I = Sloppy or non-matched repair, 1 foot in any direction 
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C. CO~D!TION OF GROUNDS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

NEGLEC':r 
1 • Graes or weeds 10" high over 25% of area 

Bare spot over 25% of area 

LANDSCAPING AND DECORA~ION 
1 • Cleared beds with flowers, plants, pieces of bark, or colored 

pebBles 
Flowerboxes or planters with intentional plants 
Pruned bushes showing design in placement (see specs) 
Lawn ornaments such as statues or birdbaths 

LITTER. ON LAW 
1 - 3-6 pieces of size 2" by 2" 
2 ... 7 or more pieces 2" by 2t1 

CANS ON LAW 
1 - 1 beer can or liquor Dottle 

LARGE LITTER ON LAW 
1 • 1 abandoned large object 

I1ITTER ON PARKWAY 
1 - 3-6 pieces of size 2" by 21t 
2 .. 7 or more pieces 2" by 2" 

CANS ON PARKWAY AND IN GUTTER 
1 • 1 oeer ca~ or liquor bottle 

8.' LARGE LITTER ON PARKWAY AND IN GUTTER 
1 • 1 aBandoned large oeject 

D, BLOCK-LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Record'anything unusual or noteworthy at the bottom of the coding sheet, 
particularly in regard to the following items: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Physical characteristics - distinctive topography, housing stock, 
or ornamentation 

Social characteristics - presence of block-club signs, unusual kinds 
or levels of activity 

Impressions - record any unusual questiqns, reactions, or happenings; 
note if ruter's subjective impressions (~f block appearance do not 
seem to correspond to its ra ting " 
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HOUSING AND NEIGlHBORROOD APPEARANCE MTING INSTRUMENT 

CODING SPECIFICATIONS 

A. TYPE OF STRUCTURE 

1. Land use 

Single-family homes whi~h are attached, such as row-houses and 
townhouses, should be scored separately for each dwelling unit.' 
If it is ambiguous whether townhouses are owned or rented, and 
especially if they are arranged around a private courtyard, code 
as either F (sing~e-family) or ~ Unultiple-unit dwelling), 
according to number of units. 

Two-six flat - includes two-story houses designed for occupancy 
by two families, as are common in Back of the Yards. 

Multiple-unit dwelling -- inclUdes the type of bUilding, whether 
arranged around a courtyard or parallel. to the street, which has 
different entr.ances but a continuous physical structure. Rate 
this type of building as one unit unless there is a strong 
probability that the structure is jOining several different 
buildings - in that case, rate each separately. 

Vacant lot -,. includes only lots semong no established purpose. 
Unpaved lots used for parking are included here. Vacant lots 
should be rated on large litter and parkway items ONLY. -
Land uses 5-20 should be rated"on whichever instrument items 
apply -- be sure to code 7 for any items which do not apply. 

Code 12 When a building faCing another street abuts the stre:et. 

Side yard --includes yards of buildings facing another street 
and' yards which do not clearly belong to any particular structure. 
Side yards which do belong to a particular structure should be 
considered along with the rest of its. grounds. 

2. Front wall material 

In determining the composition of the front exterior wall, exclude 
entryways, foundations, eaves, window trims. If the structure is 
clearly 757. category 1 or 75'; category 2, code as such. Mixture 
of 1 and 2 (category 3) means less than 75% of each material. 

i 
I 



( 

-----------~--------------------~------------------------------~~--
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~, Rehabilitation 

This item' is intended to pick up ongoing maintenance and 
rehabilitation activity. If it is ambiguous whether work is 
ongoing or not, score the building for rehabilitation and make a 
note on the back of the exact address to permit checking later. 
Do not score. for rehab if,someone is removing dirt (washing windows, 
sweeping steps, etc.), although sandblasting would count. Do not 
score large litter if it is clearly rehab-related. 

4. Abandonment 

Do not code MUDs with some occupants remaining or buildings that 
are being reclaimed and undergoing rehabilitation. Do not rate 
abandoned buildings on any succeeding items - except parkway items. 

B. CONDITION OF STRUCTURE 

There are eight components to this item. Because our interest 
is in appearance, the general coding criterion :f.s to code what you, can 
see. This does not mean craning, peering under bushes, etc., to capture 
each and every little defect; rather, the method of looking should 
generally be that of the "sweeping glance". The size, proportion, and 
number guidelines that have been provided should generally be considered 
the lower limits of what to code -- we don't want a single bullet hole, 
for example, even if some of you eagle-eyes can spot it. Similarly, if you 
have to spend more than a few seconds deciding whether an item is big enough 
to count, it isn't; and if you find only one Dorderline flaw with one part 
of a building feature, don't count it. Exceptions to and cla~ifications of 
these general instructions will be provided in the specs for the individual 
items. 

1. Roof 

Rate the main roof of the building if any part of it is visible. 
Do not consider the porch roof here unless it is an extension of 
the main roof. 

2. Facade 

Facade is the front exterior walles) of the building parallel 
to the public sidewalk. The facade includes the soffits of the 
roof and that portion of the exterior wall which forms the 
back of the porch. The facade also includes balconies which 
are not part of the entryway. The facade do~s not include roofs, 
windows, en tryways ,. or f ounda tions • 

Absent or peeling paint means paint which is damaged such that 
the material underneath is visible over 257. of the affected 
portion of the facade. 
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SPECS - page :3 

Missing material. includes both the outer wall covering material 
and the ornamentation frequently found on brick or stone Fs 
and. MUDs. Do not, however, include ornamentation around 
windows and doors -- these will be picked up later. The 
material may be completely missing or deeply eroded. 

Misalignment means obvious crookedness, sloping, or sagging 
one end is 1 foot higher than the other or sagging in the 
middle so as to form aU-shape. 

:3. Window trim 

A window is affected by peeling paint if the mat~rial underneath 
is visible along one whole side of the window. Do not consider 
basement windows. 

4.. Window glass 

Do not consider basement windows. Broken means that a piece 
of glass larger than a bullet hole is missing. Do not count 
windows that are cracked, taped, or covered with plastic 
unless missing glass is visible. 

5. Inside windc~s 

Do not consider basement; attic, and sunporch. windows. 
Makeshift covered means covered inside with newspaper, a torn 
sheet, etc. ~ means no curtain, shade, blind, plants, etc., 
are visible. This item is intended to pick up vacanc'y or lack 
of concern about appearance. If a structure, particularly a house, 
technically qualifies to be scored on this item while it clearly 
~~ indicate vacancy or lack of concern, do not count. 

6. Entryway 

Entryway means all building parts which one must cross over 
and/or pass through to get from the path to the inside of the 
b1;dlding and which, taken together, form a whole. Thu6, an 
entryway may include a porch, stoop, or landing; have stairs; 
or consist simply of a door. Include porch ceiling and roof 
unless it is an extension of the main roof -- then rate under 
"Roof". Rate any portion of the entryway visible from the 
sidewalk, even if it is on the side of the building. 

" Missing material can be any type of material -- roof shingles, 
concrete from the landing, wood from a wall, etc. Exception-­
do not code missing material for steps unless a whole step is 
broken or missing. Do not code missing material fnr removable 
items such as porch furniture -- code only for permanent 

" building parts. 
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SPECS - page 4 

Misalignment is as defined above for facade. Count severely 
rippled or wavy porch roofs as misaligned. 

, Broken door includes broken door frame and broken glass in or 
next to the door. 

7. Pathways 

Pathways are those portions of the concrete wa,lkway(s) 
leading from the public sidewalk up to the building. Rate 
walkways leading to the back and driveways only if the building 
has no walkway up to its main ~ntrance. 
Missing concrete may be completely absent or deeply eroded. 

8. Jerry-built repairs 

§loppy repairs includes smeared cement as a consequence of 
bad tuckpointing, etc. Non-matched repair~ includes red bricks 
on a yellow building, etc. Count only mdsmatching where 
approximate matching would have been feasible -- not, for 
example, slight differences~color of bricks. Do not count 
repairs using appropriate materials which are neat but unpainted. 

c. CONDITI~N OF GROUNDS 

For items 1-5, rate the area from the inner edge of the public 
sidewalk to the structure. Item 6 is to be rated for the area from 
the inner edge of the sidewalk to the curb; for items 7 and 8, include 
the gutter also. If the pro~erty is bounded by a hedge or a fence, count 
litter outside it with the parkway and consider only the area inside the 
hedge or fence as the lawn. For MUDs with just a small concrete apron 
between the structure and the public sidewalk. record a 7 for neglect and 
count litter on the apron with the parkway" 

1. Neglect 

Do not count cleared areas of beds aS'bare spots. 

2. Landscaping and decoration 

Do not consider the parkway on this item. Do not CO~ll.t beds 
overgrown with weeds or flowers growing randomly. Do not 
count bushes along the foundation of the stxucture unless they' 
are set off by bricks, stones, etc. Do not count privet hedges 

, if they are the only items present; but other species of hedge 
and individual bushes in beds count. Do not count vegetable 
gardens. Because buildings without lawns st:tll have the opportunity 
to score on this item, it should never be coded as 7 under, normal 
circums'tances. 
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SPECS - page 5 

'3. Litter on lawn 

Be sure to include large refuse ll."ke 
t d newspapers, paper bags e c., an cans in the count of pieces of litter. ' 

4. Large litter 

Large litte~ includes non-combustible items lik 
refrigerators tires fUrnit e mattresses, 
be recognized'by mis~ing li ure, and abandoned cars, which can' 

• 0 cense plates, two or more flat or mJ.ssl.ng tires, ~ro or more ti k 
which is rehab-related. c ets. Do not count large litter 

D. BLOCK-LEVEL CHARACTER.ISTICS 

1. Physical characteristics 

Distinctive topographz includes such facts as that the block 
is a cul-de-sac, aouts railroad tracks, i 1 d 
etc. s ocate atop a hill, 

D~stinctive.houSing stock means that the buildings diff 'f 
t ose of adJacent areas in their er rom 
style e.g. a block f Vi i age, ~terial, or architectural 
Di" a ctor an manSl.ons amidst two fl t 

id:~!~~!iV~i;~~~~~::!~n ~~~gl~:epSa~!~Stlikde blrick ~de:a~k~) 
number t h' , ren y arge house 

s, e c., w ich are common to or prevalent on the whole block. 
2. Social characteristics 

3. 

R.ecord the ta~t of block-club signs (name of block club 
rules of the block). and 

Unusual kinds or levels of activitz includes 
people lOitering, Sitting on stoops, working 
out windows~ children playing in the street, 

Impressions 

numbers of 
on lawns, leaning 
etc. 

Raters should note if they feel eye's staring at them from 
behind windows, even if no one appears 

to question them. 
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(street) 

(day) 

TYPE OF STRUCTURE 

Land 
Use Wall Rehab Aban 

28-9 30 31 32 

(block) (side) 

(month/date) (time) (II questions) 

CONDITION OF STRUCTURE 

Window Window Ins Jerry 
Roof Fac Trim Glass Window Entry Paths Built 

33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 
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1-16/ __________ _ 

17-251 __________ _ 

CONDITION OF GROUNDS 

Land,.. Lawn: Parkway: 
Neglect scape Litter Cans Large Litter CanslL.ar~::, 
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TYPE OF STRUCTURE 
Land 
Use Wall Rehab Aban Roof Fac 

26-7 28-9 30 31 32 33 34 
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CONDITION OF STRUCTURE 
Window Windolol Ins Jerry Land-
Trim Glass Windolll Entry Paths Built Neglect scape 

35 36 37 . 38 39 40 41 42 
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CONDITION OF GROUNDS 
Lawn: Parkway: 

Litter Cans Large Litter Cans 
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